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A. INTRODUCTION
In the process of transition from central planning to markets, particularly when accompanied by 
a drastic fall in exports to traditional markets and by stringent fiscal and monetary policies, 
unemployment inevitably emerges and begins to increase rapidly. To combat this unfamiliar and 
widely feared phenomenon, governments in transitional economies have introduced a wide range 
of active labour market programmes, intended to improve participants' chances in the search for 
jobs. So far the impact of these programmes has been largely unevaluated.
This report summarises the results of a survey, carried out in November 1992, which can claim 
to be the first scientific attempt to examine the impact of such programmes in post-socialist 
Hungary. The survey was organised and financed by the ILO/Japan Project on Employment 
Policies for Transition in Hungary and coordinated by the Information and Economic Analysis 
Department of the National Labour Centre. This report describes the characteristics of a sample 
of people who first became unemployed in mid-1991 and what had happened to them by the'time 
of the survey, and presents estimates of the impact of retraining and public service employment 
(PSE) on the labour market success of persons who had participated in these programmes.
Design of the sample and survey on which this report is based began in July 19924 . The survey
1 International Coordinator, ILO/Japan Project on Employment Policies for Transition in 
Hungary.
2 Head of the Department of Information and Economic Analysis, National Labour 
Centre.
3 Economist, W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, Kalamazoo, Michigan, 
USA.
4 Martin Godfrey was initially responsible, as an ILO consultant, for the design of the 
survey, with assistance from many people, particularly Geoffrey Renshaw, Christopher 
O'Leary, Bela Varadi, Gyorgy Lazar, Judit Szekely, Ildiko Varga, Janos Simko, Gyorgy 
Kiss, Istvan Rozsavolgyi and other staff of the National Labour Centre (in headquarters and 
the counties). The survey was implemented by the labour centres of Borsod, Hajdii-Bihar 
and Somogy and results were processed by Sandor Grad and the information technology 
department of the National Labour Centre, both processes under the supervision of Gyorgy 
Lazar, with assistance from Judit Szekely, Ildiko Varga, Oliver Demko and Laszlone Varga.
was conducted in the three counties of Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen, Hajdu-Bihar and Somogy in 
November 1992, and the data were processed by the National Labour Centre for analysis in 
January 1993. These counties were selected because of their participation in the pilot phase of 
the monitoring system being developed as part of the World Bank Human Resource Development 
project. The survey was designed to complement this system and to contribute to its 
development.
The structure of this report is as follows. First, in section B, the background to the survey is 
described, with emphasis on the dramatic growth in unemployment, on the gradual development 
of institutions and measures to deal with it, and on the characteristics of the labour markets in 
the three counties selected for the survey. Then, in section C, the principles and methods of 
designing and selecting the samples and of identifying them for analysis, and the questionnaires, 
are described, with further details included in Appendices A, B and C. Section D analyses the 
current status of the sample of those who first registered as unemployed in June 1991, 
addressing the question of which categories have had most success in the labour market. Section 
E describes the methodology of impact analysis, distinguishing between unadjusted estimates, 
estimates using a matched pairs comparison group, regression adjusted estimates and selection- 
bias-corrected estimates. Section F goes on to use these four techniques to measure the impact 
of training on the labour market performance of participants, while section G does the same for 
participants in public service employment programmes. Section H analyses the impact of both 
types of programme by population subgroup, while section I looks at differences in 
characteristics and outcomes between the three counties. Finally, in section J, the contents of 
the report are summarised and some conclusions are .outlined. Appendices D and E contain 
tables and figures.
B. THE BACKGROUND TO THE SURVEY
Unless the economic background and the dramatic changes taking place on the national and 
regional labour markets are taken into consideration, the results of the survey cannot be 
evaluated.
In Hungary the transition to a market economy did not happen over night. There had been steps 
in this direction since 1968 but, until the complete change of the political system in 1988-89, 
the economic reform was always slowed down by obstacles. During the attempts to reform the 
economy, employment policy measures were created that resemble^ the tools used in market
Martin Godfrey's preliminary analysis, in January 1993, of the survey results (Godfrey 
1993), Christopher O'Leary's impact analysis (O'Leary 1993), and Gyorgy Lazar's 
description of the political, historical and institutional context and of survey procedures form 
the basis of this report. Geoffrey Renshaw's crucial contribution in coordinating national and 
international inputs into the survey in the absence of the consultant is particularly 
acknowledged.
economies, although their operation was completely different from those.
Before 1989, for example, there was officially no unemployment in Hungary, and only a very 
rudimentary benefit system existed. In January 1 1989 - when unemployment was officially 
declared to exist - an unemployment allowance system was introduced that entitles every citizen 
to a benefit dependent on his or her previous employment history. At the same time, the 
number of registered unemployed began increasing radically, as Table 1 shows.
The main reasons for such a rapid increase were the following:
- previously hidden unemployment was unveiled and the majority of the surplus workforce 
was dismissed;
- exports to the former socialist countries collapsed due to their inability to pay, which 
meant that a large number of the big state firms either went bankrupt or had to cut down 
drastically on their workforce because of the sudden lack of demand;
- investment and consumption decreased as well;
- most Hungarian products were not up to Western standards and, therefore, could not be 
sold on Western markets, which fact was worsened by the recession of the world 
economy;
- industrial restructuring and the necessary changes in the ownership structure are taking 
place at a much slower pace than was expected earlier because of the lack of domestic 
capital, the carefulness of foreign capital and the very long time needed to complete the 
transformation of the system to one in which.a market economy (and a democratic 
society) can work.
All these factors resulted in a significant reduction in the demand for labour. This can be seen 
from the time series of reported vacancies: there were 73,000 vacancies at the end of 1988, 
47,000 in 1989, 17,000 in 1990 and at the end of 1991 only 11,000 (in the whole country!) in 
spite of the fact that during these years reporting of vacancies was supposed to be obligatory for 
companies.
This small and dwindling demand - compared to the rapidly increasing number of unemployed 
people - shows that this is not unemployment of the structural type which could have been 
handled by supporting the adjustment of the labour force to the changing demand, but a special 
recessional type of unemployment. It is recessional because it is connected to the drastic 
recession in production and export and special because of the previously existing but hidden un 
employment, which came to the surface at the same time.
During the decades of planned economy an efficient organization to handle unemployment was 
not and could not be formed since unemployment did not exist officially. Therefore, at the time 
of the political changes, which coincided with the dramatic growth of unemployment, the 
organization for labour market services existed only in its rudiments, and totally lacked unified 
control, as the employment agencies belonged to the local authorities until the end of 1990, and 
the Ministry of Labour had only a rather weak functional control over them.
The labour market organisation was established formally on January 1 1991 and its structure and 
tasks were defined more precisely by the Employment Act which came into force on March 1 
1991. At the time of the formation of the organization the total number of staff was less than 
1,000, so the handling of the rapidly increasing unemployment demanded a significant increase. 
During the past four years the number of unemployed people has increased nearly 35 times, 
while the number of staff of the labour market organization has increased about five times and 
reached 4,500 in 1993. As might be expected, this rapid increase in staff numbers has been 
accompanied by innumerable troubles. Apart from the absence of trained and experienced 
specialists in this field, great efforts have been needed to ensure adequate offices and 
development of a computer system to support the work of the organization.
In spite of this accelerated development, the organisation had great difficulties in keeping abreast 
of the increase of unemployment in 1991-92. A major part of its duties was the administration 
and paying out of the unemployment allowances and benefits, and only very little energy 
remained for the labour market services and active labour market programmes defined in the 
Employment Act. These services and programmes have gradually been developed in the last two 
and a half years, but so far it has proved impossible to deal with the analysis of their impact and 
cost-effectiveness. These questions came up only in 1992, partly in connection with the above 
mentioned World Bank project, partly following a special examination made by the State Audit 
Office. It had become obvious by then that, since these services and programmes are financed 
by scarce public funds, a systematic study of their impact and efficiency was necessary.
The three counties involved in the survey differ from each other in their labour market situation 
and in trends over time. Figures 1 and 2 show the changes in the number of the registered 
unemployed and the unemployment rate in the counties under discussion between 1990 and 1993.
Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen county ranks among the largest counties in Hungary in territory and 
population. In addition, it is one of two counties where unemployment started to increase 
especially rapidly in the early months of the transition. In contrast to Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg 
county, where the increase of tension in the labour market was primarily caused by the 
backwardness of industrial development and the crisis of agriculture, in Borsod it was its former 
industrial strength which gave rise to problems as heavy industry, which dominated the economic 
structure of the county, ran into crisis.
Serious problems emerged in Hajdu-Bihar county somewhat later, but then unemployment 
increased especially quickly and the county has gradually matched, the critical employment 
situation of the North-Eastern region. As in Szabolcs county, agriculture played a very 
important role in employment, and the main reason for the increase in unemployment was, first, 
the fall in exports and domestic demand and, later, the beginning of the transformation of the 
agriculture.
In addition to rapidly increasing unemployment, the employment situation of Somogy county has 
been influenced to a great extent by seasonal fluctuations connected with tourism at Lake 
Balaton, construction, agriculture and the food industry.
In all three counties the implementation of active employment policy measures followed the rapid 
increase of unemployment only with a certain delay and at a relatively slow pace. Shortage of 
finance and the imperfection of the institutional system have also been important constraints. 
Nevertheless, compared to the situation prevailing in the whole country, the implementation of 
a growing number of labour market programmes - first of all retraining and public service 
employment - started relatively early in Borsod county.
In all three counties, also, the employment situation of smaller, isolated settlements has 
deteriorated disproportionately in the past 3-4 years. One of the reasons for that is that local 
employment based on one or two employers (for example agricultural cooperatives) may have 
collapsed completely after their bankruptcy. Also, the traditionally low mobility of labour force 
has become even lower in this period - because of the housing situation, the rising costs of 
public transportation and the increasing cost-sensitivity of the companies. So the workers cannot 
be transported to relatively remote, perhaps still existing vacancies, and the vacancies cannot be 
taken to the workers, because, apart from a lack of local demand, their underdeveloped 
infrastructure is a serious obstacle to investment in industrial plant in these regions.
It should not be forgotten either that the survey which was carried out-in 1992 was confined to 
people who had become unemployed or involved in the active labour market programmes then. 
That was the year when the unified labour market organization was formed, and the Employment 
Act was drawn up and came into force. The volume and, to some extent, the quality of labour 
market programmes were affected by the fact that the labour market organization was still under 
formation, unemployment was rising rapidly, active programmes were only just beginning, and 
financial resources were limited. In evaluating the results of the survey the special 
characteristics of the period have to be borne in mind.
C. THE SAMPLE AND SURVEY METHODS
1. Sample Design
Rather than emphasizing statistical precision and power, the sample sizes for the ILO survey of 
labour market programme participants in Hungary were largely determined by the budget 
available and the time burden conducting the surveys would impose on the county labour office 
staff5 . Subject to these constraints the samples were made as large as possible. Other basic 
objectives were to have sample sizes across counties that were in proportipn to the population 
and number of unemployed in the counties, and to have a subsample which would act as a 
control group for estimating program impacts, somewhat larger so as to maximise statistical 
leverage.
5 The experience of the county labour centre staff in carrying out the survey is 
summarised in Appendix A.
2. Selecting the Sample
A total of 1,574 persons were interviewed for the survey in the three counties of Borsod 
(Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen), Hajdu (Hajdu-Bihar), and Somogy in October/November 1992. It had 
been hoped to select a single sample, from all those in the three counties who first registered as 
unemployed in June 1991, stratified to include half who had participated in labour market 
programmes and half who had not. This proved impossible. Apart from the fact that the 
counties retain no easily accessible data on whether an individual has participated in a 
programme (only data on latest status), the number of people who first registered in mid-1991 
and later entered programmes turned out to be so low that, even if all of them had been 
surveyed, samples would have been too small.
As a compromise, therefore, three samples were selected: (a) persons who first registered as 
unemployed in June of 1991, (b) persons who entered training programmes in the second half 
of 1991, and (c) persons who participated in public service employment (PSE) in September 
1991. The hope was that the first sample of registered unemployed would not only provide, in 
those who did not subsequently participate in any programme, a control group for an analysis 
of the experience of those who completed training programmes or participated in PSE, but would 
also provide useful information about the characteristics and subsequent history of all those who 
became unemployed in mid-1991.
A summary of the actual and designed sample breakdown by labour market programme and 
county is given in Table 2. From this table we see that, while the actual sample was smaller 
than the designed sample by a handful, the shares of the total sample from each county and for 
each programme did not differ significantly from the designed shares. Indeed the sample size 
for two of the three programmes in Somogy county was exactly equal to the designed size. 
Presumably the persons interviewed were the same persons selected by the random selection 
algorithm with the result being a representative and random sample.
The survey response rates were approximately ninety percent in each of the three counties. A 
discussion of processes used in carrying out the survey in each of the three counties is in 
Appendix A to this report. Appendix B examines randomisation procedures.
3. The Questionnaires
Four questionnaires were used in the survey, as shown in Appendix C, wh;ch also describes in 
more detail the procedures for filling in the questionnaires. Questionnaire I collected 
background information on each individual in all three samples (1,574 in all) from the records 
of the labour centres. The other questionnaires were admininstered by interview, by staff of the 
centres. Questionnaire II was answered by those in the registered unemployed sample (648 in 
all), questionnaire III by the 474 respondents in the training sample, and questionnaire IV by the 
452 respondents in the public service employment sample. As can be seen, they invited answers 
to a wide range of questions, only a few of which are analysed in this report.
4. Identifying the Samples for Analysis
Tables 3 and 4 summarise the characteristics of the first sample (of the registered unemployed). 
As can be seen, those who became unemployed in mid-1991 in these three counties were 
relatively young (35 per cent of them below the age of 25), with few skills (two thirds unskilled 
or semi-skilled), but educated (54 per cent with more than eight years of education, and 33 per 
cent vocational school graduates). The majority (56 per cent) were men, who tended to be more 
skilled than the women in the sample.
Few (only 14 per cent of the total) subsequently participated in a labour market programme - 
and over half of those as early retirers. As expected, the numbers in programmes other than 
early retirement are so small (only 42) that the data cannot be used to measure the difference 
in experience of programme participants and of non-participants. For that purpose the other two 
samples are needed.
Tables 5 and 6 summarise the characteristics of the second and third samples, which, as has 
already been explained, were random samples of all those in the three counties who entered 
training courses in the second half of 1991 and were participating in public service employment 
programmes in September 1991. This can be compared with the characteristics of the first 
sample, summarised in Tables 3 and 4, and particularly with those of the non-participants in 
labour market programmes, who will serve as a control group in the impact analysis.
The sexes are similarly represented in both sets of samples, men representing 55 to 56 per cent 
of the total. The main differences are in age, education and skill level. Those in the 
programme samples tend to be younger (50 per cent below the age of 25 compared with 37 per 
cent in the control group), more educated ( 58 per cent with more than eight years of education 
compared with 54 per cent) and less skilled (29 per cent in the skilled + category compared with 
34 per cent).
There are interesting differences also between the characteristics of participants in the two types 
of programme. The training programmes include noone with less than 8 years of education, 
while a quarter of those in public service employment are in this less educated category. 43 per 
cent of those who have undergone training are classified as skilled or above, compared with only 
14 per cent in the case of public service employment. Males are more heavily represented in 
public works (68 per cent of the total) than in training (43 per cent). And public service 
employees tend to be older, with only 36 per cent below the age of.25, cqmpared with 64 per 
cent of trainees.
Another question that is of interest is the extent to which these programmes have catered for 
those classified by the labour centres as having "special difficulties in finding employment". 
These difficulties include: skill mismatch, health or family problems, frequent job changing, a 
criminal record, lack of skill and a "sloppy appearance". Table 7 shows the incidence in each 
type of programme of participants with special difficulties.
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Perhaps unexpectedly, the two types of programme do not differ in the proportion of participants 
with such difficulties, 27 per cent in both cases in spite of the higher proportion of less educated 
participants in public service employment. Young people (below the age of 25) seem to pose 
particular problems in public works, where, also, a much higher proportion of women than of 
men are classified as suffering from special difficulties.
Table 8 summarises the differences in exogenous characteristics, statistically significant in nine 
of the ten cases, when either the training or PSE sample is compared to the sample of registered 
unemployed. Compared to the sample of registered unemployed, those in the retraining sample 
are significantly younger, more likely to be female, more educated, more specialized in 
professional and technical skills, much more likely to have worked in white collar jobs, less 
likely to have received unemployment benefit since June 1991, less likely to have special 
problems in finding a job, and less likely to be unskilled. The contrast between the PSE sample 
and the sample of registered unemployed is just as great, but the differences are generally in the 
opposite direction. Relative to the registered unemployed, PSE workers tend to be somewhat 
younger, more likely to be male, less educated, less specialized in either manual or technical 
skills, much less likely to have worked in white collar jobs, much less likely to have received 
unemployment benefit since June 1991, more likely to have special difficulties in finding a job, 
and much more likely to be unskilled. Clearly, there are different selection criteria applied in 
referring registered unemployed to training and PSE. This selection bias should not be ignored 
in evaluating the impact of the programmes.
D. CURRENT STATUS OF THE REGISTERED UNEMPLOYED SAMPLE
Table 9 shows the current status of the registered unemployed sample, by age, sex and 
education. The table distinguishes between those who are working at the time of the survey, 
those who are outside the labour force (i.e. engaged in unpaid housework, child care, further 
studies, retirement, etc.), those who are unemployed (i.e. not working and seeking work) but 
for some reason not registered at a labour centre, those who are registered as unemployed and 
participating in a labour market programme, and those who are registered as unemployed and 
not participating in a programme.
As can be seen, only 27 per cent of the sample were working at the time of the survey. Women 
had done considerably better than men in finding jobs - with 32 per cent of them working, as 
against 22 per cent of men. Young women, below the age of 25, had been particularly 
successful, with a working rate of 52 per cent.
18 per cent had dropped out of the labour force, about the same proportion of men as of women, 
most of them over the age of forty (some as part of the early retirement programme). 13 per 
cent were unemployed but not registered, with not much difference in incidence between sexes 
and age groups, though tending to be higher among older women. Total unemployment among 
the sample was, thus, 30 per cent higher than registered unemployment alone. Of the registered 
unemployed (42 per cent of the sample) very few were participating in labour market
programmes at the time of the survey.
Table 10 shows how many months respondents had spent in a normal job (i.e. other than under 
a subsidised government programme) since registering as unemployed in June 1991. 49 per cent 
of those who had found jobs had worked for more than six months in this period. Again, 
women, and particularly younger, more educated women, were over-represented among this 
group.
Table 11 shows the types of jobs held at the time of the survey by the 172 previously 
unemployed who had succeeded in finding them, by skill category, employment status and 
sector. One striking aspect of the table is the tiny number (less than 6 per cent of those who 
were working) who had set themselves up as own-account workers or employers (in the 
construction, trade and finance sectors). This raises questions about the obstacles to entry into 
self-employment, which face the unemployed, and about programmes to overcome them.
The most important sector of employment (absorbing almost a quarter of those who had 
succeeded in finding jobs) was manufacturing/mining, followed by services (15 per cent), trade 
(15 per cent) and government (12 per cent). Nearly all (97 per cent) were in full-time rather 
than part-time jobs, and most (72 per cent) were in manual rather than non-manual jobs.
Table 12 addresses the question of where those who became unemployed in June 1991 came 
from and where they are now. As can be seen, the largest single category (41 per cent of the 
sample) came from state enterprises, and there were sizeable groups of former members of 
cooperatives (19 per cent) and students (17 per cent).
The highest rates of unemployment (as a proportion of the total sample) at the time of the survey 
were, apart from the small numbers in the employer and "other categories", among those who 
had worked for private companies (61 per cent), and the government and state enterprises (both 
52 per cent). As a proportion of those still in the labour force, unemployment rates were even 
higher, 74 per cent for former employees of private companies, followed by state enterprises (71 
per cent), and cooperatives (70 per cent).
Much the most successful of the larger groups in finding jobs were the ex-students, 45 per cent 
of whom were working by the time of the survey; the least successful were former employees 
of state enterprises (21 per cent) and private companies (22 per cent).
Private and mixed ownership companies were the largest single destination of successful job- 
seekers, together absorbing 44 per cent of them, followed by government (24 per cent) and state 
enterprises (20 per cent).
E. IMPACT ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY
In conducting the impact analysis the two indicators of labour market success used are: (1)
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whether employed in a normal job on the survey date in November 1992, (2) monthly earnings 
in the normal job. The first indicator is the best available measure of labour market success for 
making comparisons between the groups.
For comparisons of this type there are problems with any measure of employment because 
participants in training and PSE have less time available for job search, and less public and 
private resources devoted to their job search, than persons who are registered as unemployed 
and not involved in an active labour market programme (ALP). For instance, Table 13 
illustrates the differences in the timing of employment in the first normal job between the three 
samples. 6 Employment frequencies are arrayed by month from June 1991 to November 1992.
There is a clear difference in the timing between those who simply registered as unemployed and 
those who completed training. Obviously training takes time. The bulk of first new normal jobs 
for the sample of persons who completed training occurred in the second half of the period, 
while for the registered unemployed sample the majority of first normal jobs occurred in the first 
half of the period. As discussed above use of the variable "are you currently in a normal job" 
minimizes the bias associated with time spent in training, but we have still probably failed to 
measure completely the employment response to training. Indeed 106 of the 474 retrainees 
interviewed had not completed their course at the time of the interview. A further follow-up 
survey (planned for November 1993) would be extremely useful in estimating the full impact of 
training. It is worth noting that a recent summary of follow-up surveys for the regional 
retraining center (ERAK) at Miskolc found that 45 percent of retrainees had been reemployed 
when surveyed one month after retraining, while 60 percent were found to be reemployed when 
surveyed six months after retraining.
Among PSE participants there is no clear pattern of timing in the transition to the first normal 
job. It appears that the probability of taking a normal job does not depend on the length of time 
spent working on PSE. The timing of employment probably depends more on the random 
timing of the emergence of opportunities for a regular job.
Regarding the second measure of labour market success, fortunately all persons employed in a 
normal job on the interview date reported average monthly earnings on their job.
Special care must be taken in evaluating the impact Of training and PSE on labour market 
success, because of the process of selection involved in assigning registered unemployed to these 
programmes. In what follows we present impact estimates computed in foiy separate ways: (1) 
simple unadjusted comparison of means, (2) comparison of means using a matched pairs 
comparison group, (3) regression adjusted impact estimates, and (4) impact estimates corrected
6 This outcome indicator is different from that used for the impact analysis presented in 
this paper. The measure used (in a normal job on the survey date) is less subject to the type 
of bias exposed by the indicator (obtained a normal job) based on the variable summarized in 
Table 18.
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for selection bias using the Heckman (1975) procedure. The following is a brief description of 
each of the four procedures used to estimate programme impacts.
1. Unadjusted Impact Estimates
In terms of clearly guiding policy, simple unadjusted impact estimates are usually the most 
influential because they are easy to understand. This is the main appeal of programme 
evaluation done using a classically designed experiment involving random assignment. 7 When 
random assignment has been achieved, modelling of behaviour and complex econometric 
methods are not needed to estimate programme impacts reliably. With large samples randomly 
assigned to treatment and control groups, observable and unobservable characteristics of the two 
groups should not differ on average, so that any difference in outcomes may be attributed to 
exposure to the programme. Programme impacts may be computed as the simple difference 
between means of the samples of programme participants and control group members on 
outcome measures of interest, or:
(1) E(Yi) - Efy),
where E is the expectation operator yielding means of the random variables, y is the outcome 
of interest, and the index i denotes the sample of programme participants while j denotes the 
comparison sample. Tests of significance are done using t-statistics.
In the following two sections where we separately discuss impact estimates for training and PSE 
the first subsection presents the simple unadjusted estimates of programme impact. While 
random sampling may have been achieved within each of the three groups-registered 
unemployed, training, and PSE as Table 14 highlights, even the observable characteristics of 
the three samples are completely different. For this reason we also examine programme impacts 
using three other methods which attempt to correct for differences in characteristics.
2. Impact Estimates Using a Matched Pairs Comparison Group
In terms of observable characteristics, the comparison group of 571 persons who registered as 
unemployed but did not participate in an ALP differed significantly from both the 368 persons 
who completed a training course by November 1992, and the 452 persons who participated in 
PSE. Therefore, it would not be surprising to observe different labour market success across 
the three groups even in the absence of ALPs. To put the assessment of gaining and PSE on 
a more even footing, separate synthetic comparison groups for the samples of training and PSE
7 For a good example of a labour market program evaluated using a classically designed 
field experiment see Spiegelman, O'Leary, and Kline (1992).
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participants were formed using a matched pairs methodology. 8
The synthetic comparison groups used in the analysis reported on here were formed by 
comparing observations in the comparison group of 571 with those in the completed training and 
PSE samples using the standardized Mahalanobis distance measure:
(2) dsj = Sum.CZfc - Zjk)2
where, the index i represents observations in either the training or PSE samples and the index 
j represents observations in the comparison group of 571, the index k runs over the 10 
exogenous characteristics on which the observations are matched, and Z represents the 
standardized value of a characteristic where the mean and standard deviation of the characteristic 
is computed on the pooled sample of the 571 comparison group members and the members of 
the relevant ALP group.
Using this distance measure, separate comparison groups were formed for the training and PSE 
groups. For example, for each of the 368 persons in the training sample d^ was computed for 
each of the 571 people in the comparison group. The person with the smallest d;j from the 
comparison group was selected for inclusion in the new synthetic comparison group, with ties 
being resolved randomly and each person in the training sample being compared to all 571 in 
the comparison group. 9 The same procedure was used to form a synthetic comparison group 
for the PSE sample.
After forming the new synthetic comparison groups of 368 for the retraining completers and 452 
for the PSE sample, programme impact estimates were computed using a simple difference of 
means, with significance of impacts being judged by t-tests.
3. Regression Adjusted Impact Estimates
A natural method for assessing the impact of participation in a particular programme on labour 
market success when observable characteristics of participant and comparison group members 
is dramatically different is multivariate regression analysis.
For this study ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation of the following model:
8 See Fraker and Maynard (1987) for an interesting review and application of 
comparison group designs for evaluating employment-related programs.
9 That is, sampling was done with replacement. In neither the retraining nor PSE 
synthetic comparison group samples, did one observation from the full comparison group of 
571 appear more than ten times.
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(3) yf = a0 + a,Pj + b.X,, + b2X2i + ...+ b8X 8i + u,,
was done on the pooled sample of comparison group members and programme participants, 
where y is the outcome of interest, ao is the mean value of the outcome for comparison group 
members evaluated at the mean of all observable characteristics included in the regression, P is 
a dummy variable with a value of 1 for programme participation (either training or PSE) and 
0 otherwise, a, is the impact of the programme on the outcome for the programme participants 
evaluated at the mean of all observable characteristics, X, to X8 are observable characteristics 
measured as deviations from their mean values, and Uj is a normally distributed mean zero error 
term. 10
This method of computing programme impact estimates is appropriate when differences in 
participant and comparison samples can be explained by observable characteristics.
4. Selection-Bias-Corrected Impact Estimates
When selection into programmes is not random, and participation in a programme is due to both 
observable and unobservable characteristics, programme impacts cannot be properly estimated 
in a regression model of the type specified in equation (3). Heckman (1975) showed that 
because of the way in which sample selection affects the error term, u, sample selection will bias 
parameter estimates computed by OLS in an equation like (3) just as if an important variable had 
been omitted from the specification of the estimating equation. He also recommended a way to 
create this omitted variable which should be included in the specification to be estimated by OLS 
on the selected sample. The procedure can be summarized by the following two equations:
(4a) y H = F(X u ...X8i , Uli),
(4b) y2i = b0 + b,X u + b2X2i + ...+ b 8X8i + c^ + u2i ,
where (4a) is estimated by Probit with all explanatory variables, and many interactions and 
jquared values of variables included as predictors. 11 From the parameter estimates resulting 
from Probit estimation of (4a) a new variable, S, which is a measure of the probability of sample
10 In this application the regression model is a statement of an analysis of covariance 
methodology, where X{ to X8 are the covariates (see Chapter 22 in Netter'and Wasserman, 
1974, for a good discussion of this methodology). For this study only eight covariates were 
used in the analysis of covariance because missing values on two of the potential covariates 
(white collar worker and unskilled worker) would have dramatically reduced the sample sizes 
for the regressions.
11 Only the continuous variables age and education were included as predictors in 
squared form. Also, the interaction variables only included products between age and 
education and the remaining variables, all of which are binary.
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selection is created. 12 This new variable is then included in an equation like (3) to yield 
equation (4b) thereby solving the sample selection-or omitted variable-problem. Equation (4b) 
is then estimated by OLS on the sample of programme participants. 13 To estimate the predicted 
value of y2 for programme participants we evaluate the OLS estimate of (4b) at the mean values 
of the variables for the sample of participants. A similar exercise is carried out for programme 
non-participants, i.e. (4b) is estimated by OLS on the sample of programme non-participants and 
the OLS estimate of (4b) is then evaluated at the mean values of the variables for the sample of 
programme non-participants.
The reason for estimating impacts using the Heckman sample selection procedure is the concern 
that there is something unobservable about programme non-participants who have observable 
characteristics similar to programme participants, which would cause them to have different 
labour market success than programme participants even if they had participated in the same 
programme. In principle, the Heckman procedure should correct for these unobservable 
differences.
F. EMPLOYMENT SUCCESS OF PARTICIPANTS IN TRAINING
Table 14 shows the types of training programmes in which respondents had participated. As can 
be seen, very few trainees, less than 9 per cent of the total, had undergone individual training. 
About half of the training was in non-manual skills, with manual/industrial (25 per cent of the 
total) and accounting/banking (26 per cent) the largest single categories.
What was the impact of this training? Before this can be estimated, we need to make a further 
adjustment to the sample for analysis. Because we are interested in determining the effect of 
training on labour market success, it is important that we restrict our sample of trainees to those 
who are no longer participating in programmes. Rather than simply excluding those who were
12 This variable is formally called the inverse Mill's ratio.
13 For identification of the two equation system, (4a) and (4b), it is important that at 
least one variable which appears in (4a) be excluded from (4b), and vice versa. In our case 
this means that there should be at least one variable which explains program participation but 
not the probability of reemployment, and vice versa. From (4a) we excluded manual 
specialization, and from (4b) we excluded all squared and interaction terms and technical 
specialization. As is usually done, in the present application identification is achieved 
through the non-linearities of the interaction and squared terms. In essence these variables 
are assumed to capture unobservable factors explaining participation. In our application y2 is 
either a binary indicator of reemployment or reemployment earnings. In the first case since 
the outcome is binary it may be appropriate to estimate (4a) and (4b) as a bivariate Probit. 
However, we have chosen to treat (4b) as a linear probability model and use the robust OLS 
method.
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still involved in training at the survey date, we decided to examine only those who had 
completed training. Our new sample of 368 persons who completed training, shown in Table 
15, therefore does not include those who voluntarily leave a training course before completion. 
Most of these persons leave to become immediately employed, and while this outcome may be 
related to participation in training it will not be captured by our estimates of training impact. 
Eliminating the 106 participants who had not completed training by November 1992 from the 
sample of 474 did not significantly change the exogenous characteristics of the training sample.
The following comparisons, then, involve persons who entered training programmes in the 
second half of 1991 and had completed the training course by the survey date in November of 
1992, with the control group being persons who were registered as unemployed in June of 1991 
and never participated in an ALP.
The following description of the usual process of selecting candidates for participation in training 
was provided by a county labour programmes administrator~Dr. Janos Simko of Borsod-Abauj- 
Zemplen county where the first regional retraining center (ERAK) has been established:
Unemployed persons interested in retraining are usually first informed about the 
availability of courses at the local employment centre, although announcements are 
frequently also made in local newspapers. Anyone who is unemployed can apply for 
retraining. Counsellors at local employment centres try to guide applicants into the most 
appropriate type of training. According to the law, the unemployed may be obliged to 
enter retraining, but this is not generally applied in practice. Applicants undergo an 
aptitude test and a health examination which is either carried out by a physician and 
psychologist of the county labour centre, or in certain cases such as at the regional 
retraining centres at the retraining institution. With courses where there are too many 
applicants, there is a kind of ranking based on the psychology test results. The quality 
of these tests varies; some of them are very superficial. Recently an attempt was made 
to encourage training institutions to use specialists to do deeper examinations to reduce 
dropouts among retraining participants. In this field we are extremely happy about the 
methods used by the regional retraining centre. After selecting the actual participants, 
we stop their unemployment compensation, because they receive a retraining subsidy 
during the course.
This statement of the selection process for training conforms with the characteristics of the 
samples observed. A clear form of sample selection is the case where*course is oversubscribed 
and applicants are referred based on their rank in performance on psychological and physical 
examinations. Scores for these tests would be a useful characteristic in modelling sample 
selection. Unfortunately these results are not available.
1. Unadjusted Impact Estimates for Training
From Table 15 we see that on the survey date people who completed training were 6.6 percent 
more likely to be employed in a normal job than were persons who were registered as
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unemployed and never participated in an ALP. Furthermore, this difference is significant at the 
95 percent confidence level.
Persons who completed training and were employed in normal jobs also appear to have monthly 
earnings which are about HUF 650 higher than persons in the control group, but this difference 
is not statistically significant.
2. Impact Estimates Using a Matched Pairs Comparison Group for Training
In an attempt to correct for the sample selection which resulted in the group of training 
participants being younger, more female, more educated, and more specialised than persons in 
the comparison group, the matched pairs method was used to form a synthetic comparison group 
with similar characteristics. Examining means on the ten exogenous characteristics in Table 16 
we see that the synthetic comparison group looks much like the group of training participants 
in terms of observable characteristics. It is also the case that the employment rates are not 
statistically significantly different between the two groups. While not significant, the point 
estimate for those who did not participate in training shows a 4.4 percent higher employment 
rate. This suggests either that the training is not effective in labour market terms or that there 
are unobserved factors such as motivation or personal contacts which explains why people who 
could be selected for training choose to seek immediate employment instead. Or it may simply 
reflect the longer time for job-seeking available to those who did not join training courses.
Average monthly earnings on the current normal job for the synthetic comparison group were 
significantly higher-by HUF 3,580-than for the group of training completers. Again, this may 
be due either to ineffective training or to unobservable characteristics, but it is probably also due 
to earnings growth experienced by persons who have been employed in new establishments 
longer, not having spent time in training, thereby accumulating more firm-specific human capital 
for which they are being compensated.
3. Regression Adjusted Impact Estimates for Training
Regression adjusted impact estimates presented in Table 17 indicate that on the survey date 
people who completed retraining were 8.0 percent less likely to be employed in a normal job 
than were persons who were registered as unemployed and never participated in an ALP. This 
difference is significant at the 95 percent confidence level. To produce these estimates 
regressions were run on the pooled sample of 368 training completes and 571 control group 
members who registered as unemployed in June 1991 and had not participated in an ALP by 
November 1992. 14 The point estimates should therefore be interpreted as the mean response 
for the training and control groups evaluated at the mean characteristics of the combined sample.
14 A slightly smaller sample resulted because of missing values for some of the 
independent variables. The earnings equation was estimated only on those who were 
employed in a normal job on the survey date.
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That is, if the trainees had the mean characteristics of the combined sample they would be 8.0 
percent less likely to have a normal job at the survey date than the average person in the 
combined sample.
From this analysis persons who completed training also appear to have monthly earnings which 
are about HUF 500 lower than persons in the comparison group, but this difference is not 
statistically significant.
4. Selection-Bias-Corrected Impact Estimates for Training
Selection-bias-corrected impact estimates presented in Table 18 indicate that on the survey date 
people who completed training were 7.3 percent more likely to be employed in a normal job 
than were persons who were registered as unemployed and never participated in an ALP. This 
difference is significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
The selection bias corrected analysis also indicates that persons who completed training have 
monthly earnings which are about HUF 600 higher than persons in the control group, with this 
difference being statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Using the Heckman selection bias correction procedure to adjust for the fact that they did not 
participate in training, the mean rate of employment in a normal job among the control group 
was just equal to the unadjusted rate as reported in Table 18. The adjusted earnings level was 
also just about the same as the unadjusted one. While the selection bias correction factor had 
a large and significant effect in the equation for earnings among both training participants and 
non-participants, in total the selection bias correction method only had the effect of raising the 
estimate of the employment rate of training participants.
5. Relevance of Training to New Job
By comparing the occupational coding of the jobs held by the 145 training completers who had 
found jobs by the time of the survey with the code numbers of their training courses, it is 
possible to check on the relevance of the training received to the jobs obtained. The 
correspondence is relatively weak. If 4-digit occupational codes are used, only 29 per cent of 
respondents had done courses relevant to their jobs, with virtually no variation between counties. 
If the broader 3-digit codes are used, the proportion only rises to 32 per cent (34 per cent in 
Hajdu-Bihar, 33 per cent in Borsod and still only 29 per cent in Somogy). It seems that the 
impact, if any, of training on success in the labour market is not primarily attributable to its 
occupational content.
G. EMPLOYMENT SUCCESS OF PARTICIPANTS IN PSE
This involves analysis of persons who participated in public service employment (PSE) 
programmes in September of 1991, with the control group again consisting of persons who
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registered as unemployed for the first time in June of 1991 and never participated in an ALP.
The aim of PSE is mainly one of offering employment of last resort in times of deep recession 
to the long term unemployed, yielding them income and regular work activity to arrest the 
deterioration of basic work place skills. Secondary aims include contribution to public welfare 
and infrastructure so as to enhance future employment possibilities. The categories of activities 
which may be undertaken under PSE contracts are few in number and are clearly specified in 
the Hungarian employment law. The main types of PSE work are maintenance of public 
facilities and assistance to social welfare agencies. Most of public service employment, as Table 
19 shows, was in two sectors - other services (street cleaning, minor road maintenance, 
gardening, etc.), accounting for 55 per cent of these respondents, and other material branches 
(mainly communal enterprises managed by the municipalities), accounting for 31 per cent. 80 
per cent of the work done on these programmes was unskilled or semi-skilled.
The value of these activities is difficult to measure in market terms, the only real way being to 
measure the cost of inputs which is mainly a wage cost. As for public service employment, the 
survey results underline the fact that cost per job obtained is an inappropriate cost-effectiveness 
criterion for such programmes. While the main aim of PSE is not to promote reemployment in 
a normal job this would be a favourable outcome, and it is one which is possible to measure. 
Results of such an analysis are presented in this section.
As in the case of training, the group of persons selected for PSE do not have the same 
characteristics as the average unemployed person. As indicated in Table 15, relative to the 
typical registered unemployed person, a PSE participant is more likely to be male and less 
educated, and less likely to have formal job skills and credentials. We therefore examine the 
labour market success of PSE participants using the same variety of techniques as was used for 
evaluating training.
The following is a description of the usual process of selecting candidates for participation in 
PSE provided by a county labor programmes administrator Dr. Janos Simko of Borsod-Abauj- 
Zemplen county:
It is local employment centres that refer unemployed persons to PSE. However, it often 
happens that an employer selects someone from among the unemployed before referral. 
These requests are usually filled by a local employment centre, because it is important 
for local employment centres to reduce the number of idle unemployed and there are no 
special criteria for referral to PSE. The unemployed are obliged to accept PSE work, 
if it conforms to their education and skills. Mostly unemployed with low education are 
sent to these jobs. If an unemployed person does not accept a PSE job suitable for him, 
he can be denied eligibility for unemployment compensation payments.
There is clear sample selection in referral to PSE with the resulting sample of participants having 
characteristics completely different from those referred to training.
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1. Unadjusted Impact Estimates for PSE
From Table 15 we see that on the survey date people who participated in PSE were 21 percent 
less likely to be reemployed in a normal job than were persons who were registered as 
unemployed and never participated in an ALP. Furthermore, this difference is significant at the 
95 percent confidence level.
Persons who participated in PSE and were reemployed in normal jobs also appear to have 
monthly earnings which are about HUF 2,400 lower than persons in the control group, but this 
difference is not statistically significant.
2. Impact Estimates Using a Matched Pairs Comparison Group for PSE
In an attempt to correct for the sample selection which resulted in the group of PSE participants 
being more male, less educated, and less specialized than persons in the comparison group, the 
matched pairs method was used to form a synthetic comparison group with similar 
characteristics. Examining means on the ten exogenous characteristics in Table 20 we see that 
the synthetic comparison group looks much like the group of PSE participants in terms of 
observable characteristics. The rates of employment in a normal job are also statistically 
significantly different between the two groups, with the point estimate for those who participated 
in PSE being 18 percent lower than the comparison group. This differential is somewhat lower 
than the unadjusted difference given in Table 14. Clearly comparing the labour market success 
of PSE participants with unemployed persons who have similar characteristics is more even- 
handed. Even this comparison probably overestimates the employment rate differential because 
several persons may have been still working in PSE jobs at the time of the interview. Also, just 
as for training there are probably unobserved factors such as motivation or personal contacts 
which explain why people who could be selected for PSE choose to do otherwise and enjoy 
better employment success.
Average monthly earnings on the current normal job for the synthetic comparison group were 
not significantly different from those of the group of PSE participants. This result is 
undoubtedly due to the fact that persons with low qualifications compete for jobs near the bottom 
of the earnings distribution. With the monthly minimum wage at HUF 8,000 for full time work, 
earnings of persons summarized in Table 20 are only slightly above this level.
3. Regression Adjusted Impact Estimates for PSE
Regression adjusted impact estimates presented in Table 21 indicate that on the survey date 
people who completed PSE were 21 percent less likely to be reemployed in a normal job than 
were persons who were registered as unemployed and never participated in an ALP. This 
difference is significant at the 95 percent confidence level. To produce these estimates 
regressions were run on the pooled sample of 452 PSE completers and 571 comparison group 
members who registered as unemployed in June 1991 and had not participated in an ALP by
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November 1992. 15 The point estimates should therefore be interpreted as the mean response 
for the PSE and comparison groups evaluated at the mean characteristics of the combined 
sample. That is, if the PSE participants had the mean characteristics of the combined sample 
they would be 21 percent less likely to have a normal job at the survey date than the average 
person in the combined sample.
From a similar regression also reported in Table 21, persons who completed PSE also appear 
to have monthly earnings which are about HUF 750 lower than persons in the comparison 
group, but this difference is not statistically significant.
4. Selection-Bias-Corrected Impact Estimates for PSE
Selection-bias-corrected impact estimates presented in Table 22 indicate that on the survey date 
people who had participated in PSE were 22 percent less likely to be employed in a normal job 
than were persons who were registered as unemployed and never participated in an ALP. This 
difference is significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
The selection bias analysis also indicated that persons who had participated in PSE have monthly 
earnings which are about HUF 2,700 lower than persons in the comparison group, with this 
difference being statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Using the Heckman selection bias correction procedure to adjust for the fact that they did not 
participate in PSE, the mean rate of employment in a normal job among the comparison group 
was just equal to the unadjusted rate as reported in Table 6. The adjusted earnings level was 
somewhat lower than the unadjusted one. The selection bias correction factor was not 
statistically significant in any of the equations estimated. In total the selection bias correction 
method only had the effect of slightly lowering the estimate of the employment rate of PSE 
participants.
H. SUBGROUP ANALYSIS
There are at least two reasons to examine impacts by population subgroup. One is to provide 
information to policy makers who may consider targeting training or PSE to certain groups like 
those without a specialisation or older unemployed persons. Another is to identify any possible 
biases in the effects.
Impacts by sub-group can be analysed by means of simple cross-tabulations or by a regression 
model. To begin with cross-tabulations, Table 23 compares the current status of those who have
15 A slightly smaller sample resulted because of missing values for some of the 
independent variables. The earnings equation was estimated only on those who were 
employed in a normal job on the survey date.
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completed training courses or participated in public service employment programmes with those 
who have not.
In the case of training, the focus should be on those with more than eight years of schooling. 
In this case there seem to be differences between age groups. For those below the age of 25, 
the proportion working was higher, both for men and (even more so) for women, among those 
without a programme than among those who had been trained. For those in the 25-39 age 
group, on the other hand, the gap was narrower in the case of men, and in the case of women 
those with training had done better than those without. In the case of the forty-plus age group, 
there was a contrast between the sexes, with an apparently more favourable impact of training 
for women than for men. In general, it must be admitted, the apparent impact of training on 
labour market experience for these sub-groups is not as favourable as would have been hoped.
In the case of public service employment, Table 23 shows that the employment rate of all 
subgroups (by sex, age and education) of participants was worse than that of non-participants. 
However, if the percentage still in labour market programmes at the time of the survey is added 
to the percentage working in normal jobs, the role of PSE in offering temporary work, 
particularly to less educated males, is highlighted. For four such sub-groups (less educated 
males in the 25-39 and forty-plus age groups, more educated males below the age of 25, and less 
educated females aged 25-39) the combined total percentage of PSE participants in normal jobs 
or in programmes was higher than the employment rate of the control group.
For training again, Table 24 shows whether the skill category of the course makes any difference 
to success in obtaining a job. There is no doubt that those trained in non-manual skills had done 
better in the labour market by the time they were interviewed. 41 per cent of them were 
working, as against 31 per cent of those trained in manual skills. For women aged 25 and more 
non-manual training had led to greater success in finding jobs than had manual training. Fewer 
men than women had done the non-manual courses and they had a higher success rate than 
manual courses only for men in the 25-39 age group.
Comparison with the more educated members of the control group in Table 23 seems to suggest 
that (except in the case of older women whose numbers are small) those who had done manual 
courses had fared worse in the labour market than those who had done no programme at all. 
For non-manual training this was only the case for the under-25s of both sexes and for older 
men. For both men and women in the 25-39 age group non-manual training appeared to have 
paid off. - .**
Subgroup analysis by cross-tabulation of impact on earnings is hindered by the fact that, for 
most categories, the number of respondents was too small to be statistically significant. Table 
25 shows the earnings data for a few of the larger categories (with the number of observations 
in each case in brackets). As far as the impact of programmes is concerned, there is a contrast 
between men and women. In the case of training, men in the older age group (25-39) gain more 
in earnings from the programmes than do those below the age of 25; for women it is the other 
way round, with only the younger ones getting a boost in earnings from training. Public service
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employment seems to have a favourable effect on the earnings of women, but not on those of 
men.
For more detailed sub-group analysis it is necessary to go beyond cross-tabulations to regression 
modelling. Programme impacts have accordingly been calculated for sixteen subgroups defined 
by categorical variables for the following seven characteristics: age (three groups), gender, 
educational attainment, non-manual specialization, unemployment insurance (UI) benefit receipt, 
whether or not there was previous work experience, and county (three groups). The dummy 
variables actually used indicated the following: aged 25 or less; aged 26 to 40 or otherwise; 
whether female; educated for 8 years or less; specialised in non-manual work or not; having 
received UI since June 1991 or not; having worked before June 1991 or not; having registered 
in Hajdu county or not; and having registered in Borsod county or not.
All subgroup impacts were simultaneously estimated in a single regression model. The 
specification employed allows the response for each subgroup to be estimated controlling for the 
influence of other subgroup characteristics. For example, the model allows estimation of 
impacts associated with being female controlling for the fact that females are more likely to have 
more than 8 years education and less likely to have a non-manual specialization. The subgroup 
impact estimates are reported in Table 26 for training and Table 27 for PSE. Suppressing 
subscripts and using matrix notation, the regression equation estimated can be written:
(5) Y = a + PB + GC 4- GPD' + u
where Y is the outcome measure, employed in a normal job, a is the intercept, B, C, and D, 
are conformable parameter vectors, P is the indicator of participation in either training or PSE, 
G is the matrix of dummy variables which code for membership in a subgroup, and u is a mean 
zero normally distributed random error term. Equation (5) specifies a complete one-way 
interaction model. It allows simultaneous estimation of all subgroup impacts, but imposes linear 
restrictions on their estimates. Impacts for a particular subgroup are computed as the sum of 
the parameter estimate on the product of the subgroup dummy variable and the treatment 
indicator plus the sum of parameter estimates on the product of subgroup dummies the treatment 
indicator multiplied by their respective population shares. In each computation, parameter 
estimates for the complement to the subgroup of interest are omitted.
The subgroup impact estimates may be considered to be regression-adjusted in the sense that 
each subgroup impact is estimated while simultaneously allowing impacts^to vary across other 
subgroups considered. There is no formal attempt to control for sample selection in the 
subgroup impact analysis.
1. Subgroup Analysis of Training
The sample of 368 persons who completed training was quite small to begin with, and further 
dividing it to do subgroup analysis yielded very small sample sizes. Therefore, the standard 
errors on the subgroup impact estimates were very large, and no individual impact estimates for
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subgroups were made with statistical precision. Nonetheless, the point estimates are indicative 
of tendencies and merit review. For the earnings impact outcome, because it only involves 
people who had a normal job, subgroup sample sizes become absolutely too small. Subgroup 
impacts are not examined for earnings, but only for employment in a normal job.
Training was most beneficial for the middle age group (26 to 40), it also increased employment 
among older workers, and slightly reduced employment among younger participants. Women 
were slightly more likely to be employed in a normal job than were men. Those with 8 or less 
years of education were more likely to be employed than those with more education. Those with 
non-manual specialisation benefitted quite a bit more than those who entered training with a 
manual specialization. Those who had not received UI before June 1991 and completed training 
got employed relatively more frequently than those who completed training but drew UI benefits. 
Training also was more of an aid to employment for those who had never before worked. 
Among the three counties the only one in which the difference was statistically significant from 
complementary subgroups was Somogy county were employment among trainees was much 
lower than in the other two counties studied.
2. Subgroup Analysis of PSE
Despite the fact that the PSE sample was only 452 persons in size, because the differences in 
the proportion employed in a normal job between the PSE and comparison groups are large, the 
subgroup programme impacts for PSE are all estimated with statistical precision. However, 
because very few of those in PSE actually were in a normal job on the survey date, very few 
had earnings, and subgroup sample sizes were too small to do an impact analysis on earnings.
PSE tended to be followed by employment in a normal job more often for older persons, males, 
those with less education, those with a manual specialization, those who had received UI after 
June 1991, those who had never worked before June 1991, and those registered in Borsod 
county. There was a significant difference in the proportion in a normal job between educational 
attainment categories, whether or not there was UI receipt, and between Somogy and the other 
two counties.
I. COUNTY ANALYSIS
Tables 28, 29, and 30 compare exogenous characteristics and outcome variables across the three 
counties of Borsod, Hajdu, and Somogy within each of the three programmes. Overall there are 
some differences between the characteristics and outcomes between Borsod and Hajdu counties, 
but between Somogy and the other two counties there are statistically significant differences in 
the majority of both exogenous characteristics and outcomes.
1. The Sample of Registered Unemployed Across the Counties
For the full sample of 648 persons who were registered as unemployed in June of 1991, both
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Hajdii and Somogy had smaller fractions of persons with special labour market difficulties than 
in Borsod. However, while statistically significant, these differences are so small that they may 
just be due to differing judgements of clerks or standards in the different counties. Compared 
to both Borsod and Hajdii, Somogy had more people who received UI since June 1991 and never 
worked before June 1991. In terms of the outcome variables the highest fraction were in normal 
jobs at the survey date in Somogy county (36 per cent), but these persons also commanded the 
lowest monthly earnings (HUF 10,563). The smallest percent in a normal job on the survey date 
was in Borsod county (21 per cent), but these persons had the highest monthly earnings (HUF 
14,772). Hajdii was in between the other two counties in both outcomes, with 28 per cent in 
a normal job earning an average of HUF 13,332 per month.
2. The Training Sample Across the Counties
In the full sample of 474 persons assigned to training Hajdii differed from Borsod in three 
exogenous characteristics, with Hajdii having a slightly higher mean education level, a lower 
percentage with manual specialization, and a lower percentage with special problems. Compared 
to the other two counties Somogy had a higher mean age of participants, a somewhat higher 
educational level, a much greater proportion from white collar occupations, and a smaller 
percentage who had never worked before.
There were no statistically significant differences between the counties in terms of the outcome 
variables, percentage in a normal job and earnings on the job. On the survey date a slightly 
higher proportion were in normal jobs in Hajdii (33 per cent), than in Borsod (28 per cent) or 
Somogy (32 per cent), but monthly earnings were virtually identical across the counties ranging 
from HUF 13,400 in Borsod to HUF 14,000 in Hajdii.
3. The PSE Sample Across the Counties
In the PSE samples, relative to Hajdii county, Borsod county had a higher percentage who never 
worked before, had special problems finding a job, or were unskilled workers. Somogy county 
differed from either Borsod or Hajdii or both in all but two of the exogenous characteristics: age 
and percentage with a manual specialization. PSE workers in Somogy were far more likely to 
be male, low educated, without technical specialization, a previous blue collar worker, and a 
previous UI recipient than PSE workers in Borsod and Hajdii counties.
In terms of moving PSE workers into normal jobs a significantly greater fraction made the 
switch in Hajdii (13 per cent) than in either Borsod (7 per cent) or Somogy (4 per cent). While 
significantly different only from Somogy, earnings on the new jobs were also higher in Hajdu 
(HUF 11,600) where they averaged about HUF 2,000 per month higher than in the other two 
counties.
4. Impacts of Training and PSE within the Counties
Again, impact can be analysed by means of cross-tabulations or of more sophisticated
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techniques. To begin with simple cross-tabulations, Tables 31, 32 and 33 compare the data for 
the three counties on the current status of respondents, by age, sex, education and type of 
programme. As can be seen, the percentage of the control group that is working differs widely 
between counties - 22 per cent in Borsod, 30 per cent in Hajdu-Bihar and 43 per cent in 
Somogy. This is partly a reflection of the real differences in labour market conditions between 
the counties, described on page. It may also reflect differences in labour centre procedures; 
for instance, in Somogy a stringent work search test is applied to unemployment benefit 
recipients.
The county samples are too small for clear messages about impact to be derived from these 
tables. Only those with more than eight years of education are sufficiently numerous for this 
purpose. Among them, the impact of training on employment seems to have been negative or 
barely positive for those under the age of twenty-five of both sexes in all three counties - though, 
interestingly, less negative in high-unemployment Borsod than in the other two. For those in 
the 25-39 age group, the impact of training appears to be the more favourable, the lower the rate 
of unemployment in a county (though the numbers in low-unemployment Somogy are very 
small).
To turn to the more sophisticated techniques, Tables 26 and 27 show subgroup impacts of 
training and PSE by county 16 . Examining the impact estimates of training on the percent of 
people in a normal job by county given in Table 26, we see that, perhaps due to the small 
sample sizes, in no county was the impact significantly different from zero. Furthermore, no 
single county estimate was statistically different from any other county estimate. The estimates 
of the impact of training on the percentage of people who were in a normal job were as follows: 
an increase of 5 per cent in Borsod county, a decrease of 1 per cent in Hajdu county and a 
decrease of 7 per cent in Somogy county.
The impact estimates of PSE on the percent of people in a normal job by county are given in 
Table 27. Because many fewer people who participated in PSE were in normal jobs compared 
to persons who registered as unemployed and did not use an ALP, all program impact estimates 
are statistically significant. Furthermore, no single county estimate was statistically significant. 
In all counties participants in PSE were less likely to be in a normal job than were persons in 
the comparison group, with the estimated percentage point reductions being: 19 per cent in 
Borsod county, 20 per cent in Hajdu county, and 43 per cent in Somogy county. The impact 
in Somogy was significantly different from that in Borsod and Hajdu counties.
16 Note that Table 28 includes all 648 observations of registered unemployed; because 
of sample size considerations it does not exclude ALP participants a restriction necessary for 
comparing impacts. Also Table 29 includes all 474 training participants; it is not restricted 
to those who completed training and therefore does not allow for a valid estimation of 
programme impact.
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J. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This paper reported on a tracer study, carried out in November 1992, of a sample of people who 
first became unemployed in mid-1991. It also analysed the impact of training and public service 
employment (PSE) on labour market success by comparing outcomes for participants in these 
programmes to others in the main sample who were registered as unemployed, but did not 
participate in an active labour programme (ALP). Labour market success is measured by 
whether or not a person is employed in a normal job and by the earnings on that job.
While the samples of the three groups available for analysis were small, analysis presented in 
Appendix B indicates that they were selected by random processes. It is also hoped that the 
samples are representative of the three different populations: registered unemployed, completed 
training, participated in PSE.
Before reviewing the results of the survey several comments should first be made. The 
possibility of gaining employment in a normal job was certainly affected by the fact that the 
economy in Hungary was declining dramatically during the period when the respondents were 
trying to find jobs. In June 1991, when those in the unemployed sample first registered, the 
number of registered unemployed was 186,000. When the survey was completed in November 
1992 the number had risen to 642,000 - an increase of nearly 250 percent over the period. This 
accounts for the relatively low success rates of members of all three samples.
Other factors need to be borne in mind in interpreting the results. (1) The samples on which 
inferences drawn are very small. (2) Differences in the composition of the three samples 
complicate the use of the control group for impact analysis. (3) The timing of the follow-up 
interview seriously affects measurement of the effects of training.
Analysis of the current status of the registered unemployed sample, those who first became 
unemployed in mid-1991, showed that women, particularly younger women, had done 
considerably better than men in finding jobs by the time of the survey. This reflects the pattern 
of structural change in the past few years in Hungary, with heavy industries (predominantly 
employing men) in decline and light industries, trade and services (more likely to employ 
women, often at low wages) relatively prosperous.
In general, also, unregistered unemployment was a significant phenomenon, equivalent to a third 
of registered unemployment in the main sample. This suggests that^analyses of labour market 
trends based on registered unemployment alone should be treated with caution.
The number of unemployed who had succeeded in setting themselves up as self-employed 
businessmen was tiny, with depressing implications for the viability of programmes in this area.
The relative success rates of different types of job-seekers are also interesting. Former 
employees of state and private enterprises had more difficulty in finding jobs than did school- 
leavers and students. This may partly reflect the reference period of the survey; the job market
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for school-leavers has deteriorated since mid-1991.
Table 34 summarizes the estimates of the impact of training on the two outcomes: (1) whether 
or not the respondent had obtained a normal job by the survey date, and (2) if so, what were 
monthly earnings in that job. The table presents estimates under each of the four methodologies 
used. The unadjusted estimates indicate that on the survey date people who had completed 
training were 7 percent more likely to be employed in a normal job than were persons who had 
merely been registered as unemployed and had never participated in an ALP. Those who had 
been trained were also estimated to have monthly earnings which are about HUF 650 higher than 
persons in the comparison group.
In an attempt to correct for the sample selection which resulted in the group of training 
participants being younger, more female, more educated, and more specialized than persons in 
the comparison group, three different estimation methods were attempted (1) matched pairs, 
which involved forming a synthetic comparison group with similar characteristics, (2) regression 
adjustment, using observable characteristics as adjustment factors, and (3) an explicit selection 
bias adjustment method. These three methods of estimating the training impact on the percent 
of persons in a normal job range from a gain of 7 percent to a loss of 8 percent; the earnings 
impacts ranged from a gain of HUF 572 per month to a loss of HUF 3,580 per month. It is 
clear that selection bias is a problem in the evaluation. What is not clear is which methodology 
corrects for the problem best.
While the samples were too small to yield reliable estimates of subgroup impacts of training, the 
analysis indicated that training was most beneficial for the middle age group (26 to 40). It also 
increased employment among older workers, and slightly reduced employment among younger 
participants. Women were slightly more likely to be employed in a normal job as a result of 
training than were men, those with 8 or less years of education than those with more education. 
Those with non-manual specialization benefitted quite a bit more than those who entered training 
with a manual specialization. Those who had not received unemployment insurance (UI) 
benefits since June 1991 and completed training got reemployed relatively more frequently than 
those who completed training but drew UI benefits. Training also was more of an employment 
aid to those who had never before worked. Among the three counties the only one in which the 
difference was statistically significant from complementary subgroups was Somogy county, 
where employment among training completers was much lower than in the other two counties 
studied.
To summarise the estimates of the impact of PSE, Table 35 follows the same format as did 
Table 34 for training. Estimates are presented under each of the four methodologies used. The 
unadjusted estimates indicate that on the survey date people who participated in PSE were 21 
percent less likely to be reemployed in a normal job than were persons who had merely been 
registered as unemployed and had never participated in an ALP. PSE participants were also 
estimated to have monthly earnings which are about HUF 2,400 lower than persons in the 
comparison group.
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In an attempt to correct for the sample selection which resulted in the group of PSE participants 
being more male, less educated, and less skilled and specialized than persons in the comparison 
group, the same three estimation methods were attempted for the PSE sample: (1) matched 
pairs, which involved forming a synthetic comparison group with similar characteristics; (2) 
regression adjustment, using observable characteristics as adjustment factors; and (3) an explicit 
selection bias adjustment method. These three methods of estimating the PSE impact on the 
percent of persons in a normal job produce a range of negative impacts of between 18 and 22 
percent; the impacts on earnings were also negative, ranging from minus HUF 745 to minus 
HUF 2,703 per month. Just as for the training analysis, it is clear that selection bias is a 
problem in the evaluation of PSE. For the PSE case there is generally more consensus among 
the alternative methods. The results suggest that PSE participants were somewhat more 
successful in gaining regular employment than is suggested by the unadjusted impact estimates.
Subgroup analysis of the PSE sample indicated that PSE tended to be followed by employment 
in a normal job more often for older persons, males, those with less education, those without 
a non-manual specialization, those who had received UI after June 1991, those who had never 
worked before June 1991, and those registered in Borsod county. There was a significant 
difference in the proportion in a normal job between educational attainment categories, whether 
or not there was UI receipt, and between Somogy and the other two counties.
To get a better understanding of the effects of these programmes, it would be useful if some 
future evaluations could be based on random assignment to programmes and comparison groups 
of persons eligible. We argue that this would be a reasonable and equitable way to ration 
training courses, and perhaps PSE slots, when they are over subscribed. The benefit in terms 
of understanding programme effects would be great.
All in all, it seems fair to say that the verdict on the impact of these programmes is still 
inconclusive. Public service employment has been shown to have a negative impact, but only 
if measures of outcome are used for which PSE was never intended. Training has been shown 
to have a favourable impact on the subsequent employment and earnings of the unemployed, but 
only if the results are adjusted for assumed selection bias. In this respect the results emphasise 
the potential importance of the repeat survey of the same sample planned for November 1993. 
This second wave of data should allow us to use the full sample to estimate the impact of 
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APPENDIX A: REPORTS FROM THE COUNTY LABOUR CENTRES ON SURVEY 
PROCEDURES
1. Report from Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen 
by Maria Aradi
(a) Some problems that arose:
- The sample of participants in training programmes had to be reformulated as a similar survey 
had recently been held in the county and we were afraid that some of the people concerned 
would have rejected a "repeated inquiry".
- We tried to achieve "regional representation" in selection of the sample, but were not 
completely successful as sufficient addresses were not available.
- In the sample of retraining participants we needed considerably more supplementary addresses, 
for in many cases questionaires could not be filled in as the person in question had gone to the 
army or university.
Many of the unemployed considered retraining schemes as a reasonable way of spending the 
waiting time. These individuals were in a special status - not working but not really job seekers. 
Thus the efficiency of their retraining could not be measured, since the real purpose of their 
participation in the retraining was not to obtain a job. The same phenomenon can be observed 
in the public works, too.
- To be in continuous contact with the numerous interviewers was difficult. On the next 
occasion, we shall try to engage fewer interviewers and supply them with more addresses. Then 
each of them can obtain more personal experiences. .
(b) All in all:
There was no rejection in course of the inquiries. On the contrary, both interviewers and 
interviewees enjoyed the conversation. Many of our colleagues in the labour center and in the 
branch offices had an opportunity for the first time to observe the "life-situation" of the 
unemployed. Concerning the unemployed interviewees, many of them had the chance to review 
for the first time their circumstances and prospects in a conversation with a labour specialist. 
Though the conversation in itself cannot be the objective of a survey, we must highlight it as a 
positive effect.
2. Report from Hajdu-Bihar 
by Ferenc Peter
(a) Preparation to the survey 
(i) Selection of the sample
- The population from which the retraining sample was selected amounted to 304 people (those 
who had participated in a form of group or individual retraining between July and Dec. 1991).
- The population from which the public works sample - of September 1991 - was selected 
consisted of 425 people.
- The population from which the control group was selected comprised those who had first 
registered as unemployed in June 1991 (1,624 people)
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The sample was selected from computer and "manual" registers, following NLC instructions
(PIN-figure).
(ii) Selection of interviewers
Colleagues in the labour centre were selected who already had some expertise in techniques of
interviewing. Subsequently, they got necessary instructions on definition of the objectives,
interpretation of the questions (in the questionaires), specification of the interviewers' tasks
(related to the questionaires and coding). Considering that colleagues in our labour centre faced
for the first time their clients or ex-clients in the context of a surveq, they expressed some
doubts and estimated their chances of success at about 50 %.
(b) Realization of the survey
(i) Location of the interviews
From the 624 people in our sample we could not trace 97, who had joined the army, moved off,
etc. 210 of the remaining 527 were interviewed on the premises of the labour centre. The other
317 were questioned at their work place or at home. The content of the interviews was in fact
not influenced by the location of the interview. The filled-in questionaires were edited by NLC
colleagues.
(ii) Distribution of interviews
- retraining participants 152
- public works " 143
- control group " 232
in total 527
(iii) How our interviewers were received:
- Heartily welcome (sometimes even with hospitality);
- Respondents willing to cooperate (family members, too);
- Later on, many of the subjects of the interviews insisted on having the same "counterpart" at
the labour center.
(iv) Opinion of the interviewers
- This kind of contact was outside the range of their usual quick and monotonous registration 
activity;
- For the first time they had an opportunity to measure their own abilities in forming a direct 
contact;
- They expressed their satisfaction with having been able to carry out the questioning in a
relatively short time.
(v) What are the things that should have been done in a different manner (during the preparation
period)?
- The outdoor circumstances (re-named streets, etc.) should have been surveyed more precisely;
- The people concerned ought to have been advised about our visit's timing and aim.
3. Report from Somogy 
by Jolan Frank
In the first stage of our involvement in the survey we got acquainted with its objectives. The
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primary objective was to provide information for evaluation of cost-effectivenes of labour market
programmes organised for the unemployed.
I myself tested the questionnaires of the survey at Kaposvar Labour Centre and its branch office
in Balatonboglar through making interviews with 3 unemployed in each office. Moreover,
interviews wer carried out with two persons having applied for retraining. These pre-interviews
helped us to decide how much time was needed for filling in the questionnaires and what kind
of interview technique had to be developed.
We selected three samples. The control group was formed from registered unemployed (status
June 1991) born on specific days i.e. 5, 15 or 25, respectively. The sample (selected from 1.612
individuals) amounted to 158 people, with a supplement list whose birthday was the 30th.
The total number of participants in the 15 different retraining programs launched between 1st of
July and 31st of December 1991 was 244. Here we selected those ones whose birthday fell on
even numbered days, 122 in all.
In September 1991,. 451 people took part in public works; I chose for the sample the following
8 birthday dates: 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25 and 29. The sample comprised 104 heads;
supplementary days were fixed on the 30th and 31st.
After having selected the samples, we filled in questionnaire no. 1 at the labour centre, using
the central data base (name and address were put on all the questionnaires in pencil.)
Subsequently, interviewers (employees of the labour centres) were instructed and questionaires
handed over to them. Task of the interviewers was to check on the filling in of questionnaire no.
1 as well as to complete the personal data on the questionaire (which were not stored in the
computer) and secondly, to carry out the personal interviews. Location of the interviews was,
in the case of individuals still in the system at the time of the survey, the building of the labour
centre, while individuals employed in public works were questioned principally at their work
place. Those who could not be reached at work places were interviewed at home.
In a few cases, only, interviewers had to repeat the visit to the subject of the interview.
Interviewees replied to the questions according to their abilities. In the case of individuals
employed in public works an inductive method had to be adopted.
The number of drop-outs was the highest in the control group where 3 persons died, 6 persons
could not be traced, and 4 persons went to the army or punishment institution. That is the reason
why individuals from the supplementary sample were also interviewed.
Interviews were carried out by 26 interviewers.
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APPENDIX B: RANDOMISATION PROCEDURES
Randomization in sample selection was attempted using the day of the month on which labour 
market programme users were born. To achieve the desired sample sizes, the selection 
algorithms varied in each county for each program. People were selected into each of the 
samples born on a selected date different in each county. As an average 3.2-3.3 percent of a 
population was born on the same day, it could be achieved by the number of the dates of birth 
with a good approximation, that each of the samples reached the required size in each county 
separately and together as well. The actual numbers (dates of birth) were given by the NLC 
coordinators of the project, by counties and by samples with a certain surplus for the sake of 























5,10,15,20 odd days even days
2-24
5,15,25(30) even days 1 5 9 13 17i. ,*J ,S , A~»,  / ,
21,25(27)29, 
30,31
In the case of Somogy county, in the selection of the sample of those who were first registered 
in June 1991 the 30th was used as a reserve day, but after 10 persons, when they achieved the 
prescribed sample-size, they stopped including the others who were born on the 30th in the 
sample, which could cause problems concerning the randomness. A.Jwgger problem may result 
from the fact that three spare days were used in the case of the PSE participants (and they were 
not exhausted either).
Absolute randomness might have been harmed in Borsod county by trying to get samples 
representative also for small areas in spite of the relatively small samples. On the other hand, 
the retraining sample defined by NLC had to be partially altered, because several surveys have 
been conducted in the county among the participants of the retraining programs recently. 
(People, who were chosen using the prescribed method and had been questioned in one of the
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former surveys had to be replaced.)
The counties departed slightly from the prescribed sample birth dates. (Naturally mistakes in 
filling and keying in the answers may have occurred as well.) In the case of Borsod county, 
people with a different date of birth from the prescribed ones got into the three samples: 5 out 
of 281, 4 out of 207 and 4 out of 196 respectively. In the samples of Hajdu county 3 out of 
225, 4 out of 159, and 5 out of 142 birth dates are different. And in Somogy county the 
comparable figures are: 11 out of 144 (10 of these happened to be born on the spare 30th), 3 
out of 108, and 25 out of 114 (20 of these people happened to be born on the three spare days).
Randomness was weakened by the people who could not be contacted. The reasons for the 
failure to contact them were the following: they had moved out of the county, did not reside at 
home (soldiers, students, or prisoners) or had died. In the three counties people refused to reply 
only in very few cases or not at all; such refusals were confined to the questions about income. 
Table 1 shows the basic populations of the 3 samples, the planned and the real sizes of samples 
in each county and altogether.
In order to evaluate the results we have attempted to check the randomness of the samples by 
evaluating the data in the questionnaires that were sent back to us. The statistical testing of 
randomness has been made by the comparison of the partial samples of 10 exogenous variables, 
comparing the data of those who were born is the first part of the month (before 15th) and of 
those who were born on the 15th, or later. The 10 exogenous variables and the 3 partial samples 
has made possible 30 comparisons in each county that is.altogether 90 comparisons. Two of the 
exogenous variables out of the 10 could be evaluated as measured on proportional scale: the age 
and the educational level (the latter according to the number of finished school years). The other 
8 exogenous indicators were linear variables: sex, physical qualifications, non-manual skilled 
worker, whether he has received unemployment benefit since June 1991, whether he was a 
school leaver before June 1991, whether he had special difficulties to find a job, whether he was 
an unskilled manual worker, or not.
The results of the randomisation tests are summarized in three tables. Table 36 shows the 
results for the control-groups in each county, Table 37 for the 3 sub-samples of those who were 
involved in retraining, and Table 38 for the sub-samples of those who took part in public service 
employment. Aside from the 10 exogenous variables, the tables include comparisons for two of 
the dependent variables between those who were born before the 15th and of those who were 
born later: whether they have a regular job now (binary variable)..and their present income 
(proportional variable).
In the case of the binary variables the percentage of the occurrence of one of the values was 
compared, and in that of the proportional variables the average values were compared between 
the sub-samples of those who were born before the 15th and on 15th or later, and it was tested 
with a two tailed t-test to see whether there was a significant difference among the sub-samples 
of each county of those who were born in the two halves of the month considering the 90% and 
95% confidence intervals.
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In the case of those who were registered first in June 1991 within their sub-samples in the case 
of Borsod county there was in the case of one variable a divergence at the 90% level, and in 
another case there was a divergence at the 95% level, and in the case of Hajdu county we 
experienced a significant difference for 3 variables at the 95% confidence level. In the sub- 
sample of Somogy county no significant difference occurred.
Concerning the sub-samples of retraining there was one difference at the 95 % confidence level 
in the case of Borsod, in the case of Somogy a 90% and a 95% difference, and in the case of 
Hajdii there was no significant difference. Concerning the sub-samples of those who took part 
in public service employment in each county there was one significant difference for one 
exogenous variable between those who were born in the first half of the month and those born 
in the second half. (In Borsod and in Hajdu county for one variable on the 90% level, in 
Somogy county for one variable at the 95% level.)
At the 90% confidence level significant difference could have occurred in 10% of the cases i.e. 
in 9 out of the 90 sub-samples, but in reality it occurred in 11 cases, which is more than 
expected, signalling that the hypothesis of perfect randomness of the samples should be rejected. 
This slight excess, however, lets us draw the conclusion that we have succeeded in ensuring a 
nearly perfect randomness. In other words, the samples are suitable for drawing tentative 
conclusions. This argument is reinforced by the fact that the significant differences occur 
relatively evenly both among the different types of samples and among the counties. (For the 
sub-samples of those who were registered in June 1991 there was a difference in 5 comparisons 
out of the 30, in the case of the retraining samples in 3 cases out of 30, and in the case of public 
service employment again in 3 out of 30. The distribution of significant differences among the 
counties was even more uniformly distributed: in the 3 sub-samples of Borsod 4 out of 30 
comparisons, in Hajdii county also 4 out of 30, and in Somogy county 3 of the 30 comparisons 
showed a difference at the 90% confidence level.) Although randomness could be ensured less 
in the samples of those who were registered in June 1991 (especially in the case of Hajdu 
county, where 3 of the 10 comparisons showed significant difference17), the distribution among 
the counties showed that the sampling procedure was not significantly better in any of them. 
Moreover, it is not negligible that the significant difference occurred quite evenly among the 10 
exogenous variables 18 .
17 At the same time, the 3 variables showing significant differences are not absolutely 
independent of each other: if the average number of finished school years is lower, then 
consequently the ratio of unskilled workers could be expected to be bigger and it is more 
likely that the number of people having special difficulties in finding employment will be 
higher as well.
18 The number of significant differences for the 10 exogenous variables - from 9 
comparisons in each case - was as follows: 1,0,2,2,1, 1,2,0,1,1.
APPENDIX C: THE QUESTIONNAIRES
The procedures for filling in the four questionnaires were as follows. Questionnaire I, which 
contains the most important basic information on each person, had to be filled in for every 
person who got into any one of the three samples. The information was usually called down 
from the computer data base, and was checked, completed or corrected whenever necessary. 
Each person was allocated an identification number of 6 digits on the questionnaire, the first two 
digits of which were given by the serial number of the local labour office in the given county 
(the 2 final digits of the 4-digit code of the local labour office), the third digit marked which 
sample the person was involved in, the 3 final digits simply stood for the serial number among 
those who were chosen into that sample of the given county. This 6-digit identification number 
had a key role later in connecting the basic data given in questionnaire I to questionnaires II, III 
and IV.
Questionnaire II had to be filled in through a personal interview in each case for those who were 
first registered as unemployed in June 1991. The interviewers, assigned by the project- 
coordinator of each county, did the interviews in the local labour centres in the case of those 
who were registered at the time of the interview (in November 1992), while the others had to 
be visited in their homes.
Questionnaire III had to be filled in for those who started labour market training (individually, 
or in groups) in the second half of 1991. These personal interviews also took place partly in the 
local labour centres and partly in their homes.
Questionnaire IV had to be filled in for those in the sample of public service employment (who 
participated in PSE in September 1991). The personal interviews usually took place at the 
working places in the case of those who were still in the programme at the time of the interview; 
those who were not employed in public employment service any more, but were still registered 
were usually interviewed at the local labour office, while the others in their homes in this case 
as well.
According to the reports of those who conducted the survey the location of the interview had no 
influence on the willingness to answer. Rejection occurred in very few cases, and there was one 
county where no such case was reported. In most cases the welcome was warm, several 
interviewers were offered a place to sit down and enjoyed a hospitable reception. Although this 
work was quite new for the interviewers, after initial doubts it was a challenge and usually a 
successful experience for most of them.
With the first proposal of the ILO consultants as a starting point, the formation of the final 
questionnaires was a result of a long iterative process, during which staff members of the NLC 
and the World Bank consultant suggested several modifications and, finally, the local experts in 
each county added a number of practical remarks and amendments partly based on the pilot 
interviews done in Hajdu county. This process lasted from July to October 1992 (the pilot 
interviews included), during which at least 3 Hungarian and 3 English language sets of 
questionnaires were prepared at he Information and Economic Analysis Department of the NLC, 
with a continuous exchange of information through telephone and telefax with the experts of the 
counties and the ILO, and with the World Bank consultant.
The questionnaires, finalized in October, were printed by the NLC and discussed in detail with 
the project-coordinators of the counties, who then passed the necessary instructions over to the 
interviewers in the counties, to the selected workers of the labour centres and their local offices 
in the counties.
The county sub-samples were also selected in October, in accordance with the method defined 
by the NLC coordinators. This was followed by filling in the first questionnaires with the help 
of the data from the computer data base, and then filling in the individual identification numbers 
into the questionnaires number II, III and IV, and finally by the interviews in November 1992. 
The NLC checked and recorded the completed questionnaires with outside help.
Questionnaire I
1. Information about the person registered as unemployed 
1.1 Place of registration:
county
town or village 
the code of the labour center
1.2. Date of first registration:
year 
month
1.3. Identity number: ID
1.4. Serial number: serial
1.5. Name: name
1.6. Address: address 
Code of the town or the village code[
1.7.Highest educational attainment:
less then 8 years 
8 years
training of skilled workers
grammar school








not looking for a job before 
other
2. About the last workplace before registration









2.2. Job title title 
The job classification code code[
3. Does the person have special difficulties in finding employment?
no
redundancy in profession
for reason of health



















go to 3 




















4. Is the person currently registered?
5. Have (s)he received unemployment benefit since June 91?
6. Is (s)he receiving unemployment currently?
7. If the person receives unemployment benefit, what was their average monthly 




no go to 9
8.Has the labour center given a job offer since the first registration?
8.1. how many times:





subsidies for becoming new entrepreneur
subsidies for extension of employment
subsidies for job creation investment
in subsidied part-time employment
early retirement
10. If the person was /is employed by means of subsidies for extension of employment 
or job creation investment.
10.1. Name of employer ....................
Branch of employer ....................
Branch code code
















10.3.The date of finishing of employment
The date of beginning of employment
Date:

















1. Were you involved in labour market program since your registration.
yes 
no go to 5




subsidies for becoming new entrepreneur
early retired
If the interviewee were involved in group or individual training between July 
and August 1991 go to questionnaire III, if in public service in September 1991 










3. If you received subsidies for becoming new entrepreneur.
3.1. The denomination of your enterprise: 
Code of your enterprise:
3.2. Since when have you receive this subsidy?
3.3. Is this enterprise working currently?
3.4. Have you got employee or relatives who help for you?
3.5. If yes how many employees have you got? 







2 go to 5
go to 10
year 
month go to 10
5. How many times were you invited for an interview about the reemploying 
by the Labour Center? | | |
6. How many job offer was given since the first registration? 
If none, insert 99 and go to 7
if yes, the reason is
6.1. Did you reject some among them? (more answers can be given)
no
too low earning 
work place at distant location 
unacceptable work conditions
other
7. Have you had possibility to find a normal job(without state subsidy).
yes 
no
7.1. The first time when? year
month








7.3. How many months have you been working together? 
8.Do you have now a normal job (without state subsidy)
8.1. Job title




How many hours per week do you have to work?
8.3.What is your employment status?
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company
employee of a mixed ownership enterprise
self-employed 
employer
8.4. Hov »' J you get this job?
through a labour office
through private employment agency
through friends or relatives
through advertisements
other way
8.5. The name and the address of your employer?.
code of the seat 
The branch of the employer
code of the branch
8.6. Average monthly gross earnings?
or categorised der 8000 FT/month
8001 - 10000 FT/month 
10001 - 12000 FT/month 
12001 - 15000 FT/month 
15001 - 20000 FT/month 
20001 - 25000 FT/month 
25001 - 50000 FT/month 
50001 - 75000 FT/month 
above 75000 FT/month







2 go to 9
9. If you are unemployed, are you looking for employment?
yes 
no
9.1. If yes, in what way? (more answers can be given)
through a labour office
through friends or relatives
through advertisements









































10. Before your first registration in June 91 what was your employment
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company




never worked before 
other





















11.1. If you did not receive unemployment benefit, your average monthly 
gross salary in your last job was III 
or categorised:
under 8000 FT/month
8001 - 10000 FT/month
10001 - 12000 FT/month
12001 - 15000 FT/month
15001 - 20000 FT/month
20001 - 25000 FT/month
25001 - 50000 FT/month
50001 - 75000 FT/month
above 75000 FT/month
11.2. Had you got any income from other sources?
12. Additional information about every interviewees.







12.2 How many people live in your family?
of which student
relatives with own income from work
relatives with other income (retired,child care allowance,etc)
unemployed 
other relatives without income
13. Appraise the work of the labour center and its employees!
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FT




at guidence on programs






1. How many training were you involved?
2. The last training you participated in 
2.1 .Was it a group training?
if yes, was it organized by the labour center?
if yes,what is the serial number of the training?., 
was it organized by an institute?
if yes, the name of the institute 
the branch of the institute 
the branch code 
2.2. Was it a individual training?
Total amount of the support given by the Labour Center?
the name of the institute organized the training
the branch of this institute
the branch code 
2.3. Have you completed the training succesfully?
2.4.What type of skill did the training impart?
code
code
3. How many times were you invited for an interview about the reemploying 
by the Labour Center?
4.How many job offer was given since the first registration?
If none, insert 99 and go to 7 
4.1. Did you reject some among them?(more answers can be given|
no
if yes, the reason is too low earning
work place at distant location 
unacceptable work conditions
other
5. Have you had possibility to find a normal job(without state subsidy).
yes 
no
5.1. The first time when? year
month
5.2. How many times did you find a job?
5.3. How many months have you been working together?



















How many hours per week do you have to work?
6.3.What is your employment status?
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company
employee of a mixed ownership enterprise
self-employed 
employer
6.4. The name and the address of your employer?.
code of the seat 
The branch of the employer
code of the branch
6.5. Average monthly gross earnings?
or categorised der 8000 FT/month
8001 - 10000 FT/month 
10001 - 12000 FT/month 
12001 - 15000 FT/month 
15001 - 20000 FT/month 
20001 - 25000 FT/month 
25001 - 50000 FT/month 
50001 - 75000 FT/month 
above 75000 FT/month
6.6. Have you got any income from other sources?
yes 
no
























7.1. If yes, in what way? (more answers can be given)
through a labour office
through friends or relatives
through advertisements
through private employment agency
other way












8. The date of your first registration year 
month
9. Before your first registration in June 1/9/91 what was your employment status?
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company
employee of a mixed ownership enterprise
self-employed 
employer

















10.1. If you did not receive unemployment benefit, your average monthly 
gross salary in your last job was III 
or categorised:
under  >.V,n 'T/month
8001 - 1OJOU FT/month
10001 - 12000 FT/month
12001 - 15000 FT/month
15001 - 20000 FT/month
20001 - 25000 FT/month
25001 - 50000 FT/month
50001 - 75000 FT/month
above 75000 FT/month
10.2. Had you got any income from other sources?








11.2 How many people live in your family?
of which student
relatives with own income from work
relatives with other income (retired,child care allowance,etc)
unemployed 







12. Appraise the work of the labour center and its employees! 
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1. When were you employed in public service first time?
2. How many times were you involved in public service?
3. How many months did you work in public service totally?
4. About the public service! The longest)
4.1. The qualification (personnel group of employment)
year 
month
4.2. The name of the company 
the branch of the company 
the branch code
4.3. How many months did you spend in this job?
5. How many times were you invited for an interview about the reemploying 
by the Labour Center?..
5.1 .How many job offer was given since first registration?
If none, insert 99 and go to 7 
5.2. Did you reject some among them? (more answers can be given]
no
if yes, the reason is too low earning
work place at distant location 
unacceptable work conditions
other























6.1. The first time when?
6.2. How many times did you find a job?
6.3. How many months have you been working together? 
7.Do you have now a normal job (without state subsidy)
7.1. Job title












How many hours per week do you have to work?
Page 11
7.3.What is your employment status?
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company
employee of a mixed ownership enterprise
self-employed 
employer
7.4. The name and the address of your employer?.
code of the seat 
The branch of the employer
code of the branch
7.5. How did you find the employment?
through a labour office
through friends or relatives
through advertisements
through private employment agency
other way
7.6. Average monthly earnings?
under 8000 FT/mo;
8001 - 10000 FT/month
10001 - 12000 FT/month
12001 - 15000 FT/month
15001 - 20000 FT/month
20001 - 25000 FT/month
25001 - 50000 FT/month
50001 - 75000 FT/month
above 75000 FT/month
7.7. Have you got any income from other sources?
yes 
no
8. If you are unemployed, are you looking for employment?
8.1. If yes, in what way? (more answers can be given)
through a labour office
through friends or relatives
through advertisements
through private employment agency
other way









































9. The date of your first registration year 
month
Page 12
10. Before your first registration in June 1/9/91 what was your employment status?
employee of the government
employee of a state enterprise
member or employee of a cooperative
employee of a private company
employee of a mixed ownership enterprise
self-employed 
employer

















11.1. If you did not receive unemployment benefit, your average monthly 
gross salary in your last job was 
or categorised:
under 8000 FT/month
8001 - 10000 FT/month
10001 - 12000 FT/month
12001 - 15000 FT/month
15001 - 20000 FT/month
20001 - 25000 FT/month
25001 - 50000 FT/month
50001 - 75000 FT/month
above 75000 FT/month
11.2. Had you got any income from other sources?
12. Additional information about every interviewees.







12.2 How many people live in your family?
of which student
relatives with own income from work 
relatives with other income (retired,child care allowance,etc)
unemployed 







13. Appraise the work of the labour center and its employees! 
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APPENDIX D: THE TABLES
Table 1: Increase in Registered Unemployment, 1989 - 1992
End of 1989 
End of 1990 






















TABLE 4: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE REGISTERED UNEMPLOYED SAMPLE
MALE &
MALE FEMALE FEMALE 
<SKILLED SKILLED* TOTAL <SKILLED SKILLED* TOTAL TOTAL





























































































































































































































































































































































































































TABLE 5: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROGRAMME SAMPLES 
MALE
<=8 YRS GRAMMAR VOCATI- SECOND- COLLEGE TOTAL 
EDUCATION SCHOOL ONAL ARY VOC.OR UNI- 
SCHOOL SCHOOL VERSITY
FEMALE
<=8 YRS GRAMMAR VOCATI- SECOND- COLLEGE TOTAL 
EDUCATION SCHOOL ONAL ARY VOC.OR UNI- 
SCHOOL SCHOOL VERSITY
M + F 
TOTAL






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































TABLE 6: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROGRAMME SAMPLES
MALE & 
MALE FEMALE FEMALE 
<SKILLEO SKILLED* TOTAL <SKILLED SKILLED* TOTAL TOTAL























































































































































































































































































































































































































1 00 . 0%
100.0%
100.0%
TABLE 7: PARTICIPANTS WITH SPECIAL LABOUR MARKET DIFFICULTIES
MALE FEMALE MALE & FEMALE
WITH WITHOUT TOTAL WITH WITHOUT TOTAL WITH WITHOUT TOTAL























































































































































































































































































Comparison of Means of Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 
Across Labour Market Programmes
Variable
Age (Years) 
Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 














































Significantly different from full sample of registered unemployed at the 90 percent confidence level. 
Significantly different from full sample of registered unemployed at the 95 percent confidence level.
TABLE 9: CURRENT STATUS OF THE REGISTERED UNEMPLOYED SAMPLE, 
BY AGE, SEX AND EDUCATION
WORKING OUT- UNREGD REGD & REGD NOT TOTAL 





























































































TOTAL 93 52 40 94 287
MALE & FEMALE 















































































































































































MALE & FEMALE 
TOTAL 26.6% 18.3% 12.8% 1.7% 40.6% 100.0%
TABLE 10: NUMBER OF MONTHS IN NORMAL JOB SINCE REGISTRATION, 
BY AGE, SEX AND EDUCATION
NUMBERS:
MALE




























































































































































TOTAL 67.6% 13.6% 1.7% 17.1% 100.0%
MALE & FEMALE 
TOTAL 73.4% 11.8% 1.7% 13.1% 100.0%
TABLE 11: TYPES OF JOBS HELD NOW BY PREVIOUSLY UNEMPLOYED
MANUAL NON-MANUAL ALL OCCUPATIONS 
EMP- OWN EMP- TOTAL EMP- OWN EMP- TOTAL EMP- OWN EMP- TOTAL 
LOYEE ACCOUNT LOYER LOYEE ACCOUNT LOYER LOYEE ACCOUNT LOYER 




























































































































































































































































TOTAL 118 5 1 124 44 4 0 48 162 9 1 172
PERCENTAGES:
MFC/MINING
F/T 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 85.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
CONSTRN
F/T 70.6% 5.9% 5.9% 82.4% 11.8% 5.9% 0.0% 17.6% 82.4% 11.8% 5.9% 100.0% 
P/T 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
AGRIC
F/T 93.3% 0.0% 0.0% 93.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
TPT/TELECOM
F/T 75.0% 8.3% 0.0% 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 91.7% 8.3% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T ------------
TRADE
F/T 70.8% 8.3% 0.0% 79.2% 20.8% 0.0% 0.0% 20.8% 91.7% 8.3% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.07. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
WATER
F/T 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T ------------
FINANCE
F/T 50.0% 8.3% 0.0% 58.3% 25.0% 16.7% 0.0% 41.7% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
P/T ------------
SERVICES




















































TOTAL 68.6% 2.9% 0.6% 72.1% 25.6% 2.3% 0.0% 27.9% 94.2% 5.2% 0.6% 100.0%
TABLE 12: EMPLOYMENT STATUS NOW AND BEFORE REGISTRATION





















































































































































































































































































































































































































Frequencies and Cumulative Employment Rates in the 















































































































































Total 165 116 41
TABLE 14: TYPES OF TRAINING PROGRAMME
TOTAL 
TRAINING



















































Comparison of Means of Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 
Across Labour Market Programmes
Variable
Age (Years) 
Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 26.7 
























































* Significantly different from full sample of registered unemployed at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Significantly different from full sample of registered unemployed at the 95 percent confidence level.
# Significantly different from unemployed and no ALP at the 90 percent confidence level.
## Significantly different from unemployed and no ALP at the 95 percent confidence level.
Table 16
Comparison of Training and Control Means of Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 
Control Group Formed Using Matched Pairs Method (a)
Impact
Training Control Estimate
Variable (1) (2) (1) - (2) 
Age (Years) 25.1 25.8 -0.7 
Gender (Percent Male) 43.7 42.6 1.1 
Education (Years) 12.0 11.9 0.1 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 34.5 34.5 0.0 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 25.3 25.3 0.0 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 49.1 50.8 -1.7 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 77.2 77.2 0.0 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 38.9 39.4 -0.5 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 2.4 5.7 -3.3** 
Unskilled Worker (Percent) 5.6 8.8 -3.2
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 36.0 40.4 -4.4 
Earnings on Normal Job (HUF) 13,744 17,323 -3,580**
Sample Size 368 368 368
* Difference between training participant and control group significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Difference between training participant and control group significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
a) Matched pairs are formed by selecting for each person in the training sample that person in the sample of 
unemployed who did not participate in an ALP the one most similar in the characteristics: Age, gender, 
education, specialization (manual and technical), collar color, UI recipiency, prior working history, special job 
finding problems, and worker skill. Matches are made using the Mahalanobis distance measure. The distance 
between two observations is the sum of squared differences in characteristics. Ties are resolved randomly. To 
equally weight the characteristics in matching, distances are computed for standardized characteristics where the 
means and standard deviations are computed on the combined retraining and control samples.
Independent Variable 
Control Group at Means
Impact of Retraining at Means 
Age (Years) 
Gender (Male = l) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual = 1) 
Specialization (Technical = 1) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Yes = l) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Yes = l) 





Regression Adjusted Estimates of the Impact of Training 
(Standard errors in parentheses)
Dependent Variable
Now Has Normal Level of


























* Parameter estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Parameter estimate singificant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Table 18
Predicted Control Group Means and Differences For Those Completing Training
Estimates Adjusted Using the Heckman Selection Bias Correction Procedure
(Standard errors in parentheses)
Unemployed, No ALP Completed Training
Variable Means Differences 
Now Has Normal Job (1 =yes) 0.294 0.073**
(0.012)
Level of Earnings (HUF) 12,986 571.67**
(319.17)
* Difference from control group significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Difference from control group significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
TABLE 19: TYPES OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMME
SECTOR: INDUSTRY AGRIC & OTHER MAT ADMIN HEALTH, OTHER




































































Comparison of PSE and Control Means of Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 
Control Group Formed Using Matched Pairs Method (a)
Impact
PSE Control Estimate
Variable (1) (2) (1) - (2) 
Age (Years) 31.2 31.2 -0.0 
Gender (Percent Male) 68.5 68.4 0.0 
Education (Years) 8.7 8.7 -0.0 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 17.7 17.7 0.0 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 6.4 6.4 0.0 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 7.0 10.1 -3.1 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 38.5 38.5 0.0 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 18.2 17.6 0.5 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 8.2 8.2 0.0 
Unskilled Worker (Percent) 67.9 65.4 2.5
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 8.0 25.7 -17. 
Earnings on Normal Job (HUF) 10,672 11,619 -947
Sample Size 452 452 452
* Difference between retraining participant and control group significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Difference between retraining participant and control group significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
a) Matched pairs are formed by selecting for each person in the PSE sample that person in the sample of 
unemployed who did not participate in an ALP die one most similar in the characteristics: Age, gender, 
education, specialization (manual and technical), collar color, UI recipiency, prior working history, special job 
finding problems, and worker skill. Matches are made using die Mahalanobis distance measure. The distance 
between two observations is the sum of squared differences in characteristics. Ties are resolved randomly. To 
equally weight the characteristics in matching, distances are computed for standardized characteristics where the 




Control Group at Means




Specialization (Manual = 1) 
Specialization (Technical = 1) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Yes = l) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Yes = l) 





Estimates of the Impact of PSE 
errors in parentheses)
Dependent Variable 


















































Parameter estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
Parameter estimate singificant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Table 22
Predicted Control Group Means and Differences For Those in PSE
Estimates Adjusted Using the Heckman Selection Bias Correction Procedure
(Standard errors in parentheses)
Unemployed, No ALP
Variable . Means PSE Differences 
Now Has Normal Job (1 =yes) 0.294 -0.215**
(0.009)
Level of Earnings (HUE) 13,049 -2702.53**
(169.49)
* Difference from control group significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Difference from control group significant at the 95 percent confidence level.


























































































































































































































































































































WORKING 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 20.8% 40.8% 18.8% 26.5% 37.5% 50.0% 0.0% 45.6% 38.8% 42.9% 43.0% 35.8% 
NOT WORKING
OUTSIDE LF 16.7% 0.0% 100.0% 26.0% 4.1% 0.0% 15.4% 31.3% 0.0% 0.0% 12.0% 4.1% 0.0% 10.6% 12.7% 
UNREGD UNEM 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 4.1% 0.0% 8.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 9.6% 8.2% 0.0% 8.7% 8.4% 
REGD/IN LMP 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8% 
REGD/NO LMP 25.0% 100.0% 0.0% 42.9% 46.9% 81.3% 48.8% 18.8% 50.0% 100.0% 32.0% 49.0% 57.1% 37.2% 42.3%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT
WORKING 2.7% 3.2% 1.4% 19.4% 11.1% 0.0% 4.9% 0.0% 13.5% 7.1% 22.4% 16.7% 0.0% 14.6% 8.0% 
NOT WORKING
OUTSIDE LF 10.7% 8.4% 10.1% 29.0% 7.4% 0.0% 11.0% 0.0% 5.4% 10.7% 38.8% 5.6% 0.0% 17.4% 13.1% 
UNREGD UNEM 52.0% 35.8% 40.6% 19.4% 44.4% 63.6% 40.9% 55.6% 35.1% 60.7% 18.4% 50.0% 66.7% 38.2% 40.0% 
REGD/IN LMP 14.7% 16.8% 15.9% 22.6% 11.1% 9.1% 15.9% 0.0% 21.6% 10.7% 10.2% 11.1% 0.0% 12.5% 14.8% 
REGD/NO LMP 20.0% 35.8% 31.9% 9.7% 25.9% 27.3% 27.3% 44.4% 24.3% 10.7% 10.2% 16.7% 33.3% 17.4% 24.1%




OUTSIDE LF 9.4% 
UNREGD UNEM 18.8% 
REGD/IN LMP 0.0%











































REGD/NO LMP 53.1% 70.4% 52.0% 44.6% 46.4% 48.7% 51.9% 38.1% 39.0% 35.6% 25.0% 48.3% 50.0% 36.1% 45.0%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%










REGO & IN LMP








REGD & IN LMP








REGD & IN LMP









REGD & IN LMP








REGD & IN LMP








REGD & IN LMP











































































































































































































































































































































































































































TABLE 25: IMPACT ON AVERAGE MONTHLY EARNINGS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF PROGRAMME, 
BY AGE, SEX AND EDUCATION








































































Impacts of Completion of Training
on Whether or not Currently in a Normal Job, by Subgroup 








































































Age 25 or less




Education 8 years or less
Education More Than 8 Years
Non-Manual Specialization
Manual Specialization
Not Received UI Since 6/91
Received UI Since 6/91
Worked Before 6/91




* Impact estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Impact estimate significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
# Difference from first subgroup listed for the characteristic significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
## Difference from first subgroup listed for the characteristic significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Note: Somogy county is also significantly different from Hajdu county at the 95 percent confidence level.
Table 27
Impacts of Participation in PSE
on Whether or not Currently in a Normal Job, by Subgroup 
(Standard errors in parentheses)
Subgroup 
Age 25 or less




Education 8 years or 1
Education More Than 8 Years
Non-Manual Specialization
Manual Specialization
Not Received UI Since 6/91
Received UI Since 6/91
Worked Before 6/91










































































Impact estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
Impact estimate significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Difference from first subgroup listed for the characteristic significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
Difference from first subgroup listed for the characteristic significant at the 95 percent confidence level.
Note: Somogy County is also significantly different from Hajdu County at the 95 percent confidence level.
Variable 
Age (Years) 
Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Found Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 
Earnings on Normal Job (HUF)
Sample Size
Table 28
Registered as Unemployed in June 1991 










































Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 90 percent confidence level. 
Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 95 percent confidence level. 
Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level. 
Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level. 
Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level. 
Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level. 
Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Hajdu at the 90 percent confidence level. 


















Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Be i re, t 01 (Percent) 
Special Problems K;. .g Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Found Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 
Earnings on Normal Job (HUF)
Table 29
Participated in Training 
























































Sample Size 474 207 159
* Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 95 percent confidence level.
# Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level.
## Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level.
@ Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level.
@@ Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level.
& Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Hajdu at the 90 percent confidence level.




Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Found Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 
Earnings on Normal Job (HUF)
Table 30
Participated in Public Service Employment in 1991 






















































Sample Size 452 196 142
* Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Significantly different from the total sample mean at the 95 percent confidence level.
# Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level.
## Mean for Hajdu significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level.
@ Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 90 percent confidence level.
@@ Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Borsod at the 95 percent confidence level.
& Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Hajdu at the 90 percent confidence level.
&& Mean for Somogy significantly different from the mean for Hajdu at the 95 percent confidence level.
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TOTAL MALE & 
40+ FEMALE FEMALE
34 54
OUTSIDE LF 2 0
UNREGD UNEM 0 0
REGDXIN LMP 0 0





OUTSIDE LF 5 5
UNREGD UNEM 3 8
REGDMN LMP 8 10





OUTSIDE LF 1 6
UNREGD UNEM 3 1
REGDMN LMP 0 0






OUTSIDE LF 40.0% 0.0%
UNREGD UNEM 0.0% 0.0%
REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 0.0%





OUTSIDE LF 19.2% 12.8%
UNREGD UNEM 11.5% 20.5%
REGDXIN LMP 30.8% 25.6%





OUTSIDE LF 10.0% 22.2%
UNREGD UNEM 30.0% 3.7%
REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 0.0%



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%























OUTSIDE LF 0 0
UNREGD UNEM 3 0
REGDXIN LMP 0 0





1<r 'DE LF 0 3
jD UNEM 14 10
i._uD\IN LMP 0 4





OUTSIDE LF 1 1
UNREGD UNEM 1 0
REGDMN LMP 0 0






OUTSIDE LF 0.0% 0.0%
UNREGD UNEM 42.9% 0.0%
REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 0.0%





OUTSIDE LF 0.0% 10.3%
UNREGD UNEM 82.4% 34.5%
REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 13.8%





OUTSIDE LF 7.1% 5.6%
UNREGD UNEM 7.1% 0.0%
REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 0.0%








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%










OUTSIDE LF 0 0
UNREGD UNEM 0 0
REGD\IN LMP 0 0





OUTSIDE LF . 3 0
UNREGD UNEM 22 16
REGDXIN LMP 3 2





OUTSIDE LF 1 0
UNREGD UNEM 2 4
REGDMN LMP 0 0






OUTSIDE LF - 0.0%
UNREGD UNEM - 0.0%
REGDMN LMP - 0.0%





OUTSIDE LF 9.4% 0.0%
UNREGD UNEM 68.8% 59.3%
REGDXIN LMP 9.4% 7.4%





OUTSIDE LF 12.5% 0.0%



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































REGDXIN LMP 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
REGDXNO LMP 50.0% 55.6% 54.5% 38.5% 46.7% 45.5% 47.8% 12.5% 22.2% 16.7% 4.3% 80.0% 50.0% 20.0% 35.2%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Table 34
Summary of Impact Estimates for Completion of Training
Estimation 
Methodology
















'Impact estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level in a two-tail test. 
"Impact estimate significant at the 95 percent confidence level in a two-tail test.
Table 35
Summary of Impact Estimates for Participation in 
Public Service Employment (PSE)
Estimation 
Methodology
















*Impact estimate significant at the 90 percent confidence level in a two-tail test. 
"Impact estimate significant at the 95 percent confidence level in a two-tail test.
Table 36
Registered as Unemployed in June 1991
Exogenous and Outcome Variable Means by Day of Birth in Month 




Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 



























































































* Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 95 percent confidence level.
NOTE: In Borsod county, the registered unemployed were selected if they were born on the days 5, 10 or 15 (only 5 errors were 
made in this selection) for 10% of the total. In Hajdu county, the registered unemployed were selected if they were born on the 
days 5, 10, 15 or 20 (only 3 errors were made in this selection) for 13 % of the total. In Somogy county, the registered 
unemployed were selected if they were born on the days 5, 15 or 25 (there were 11 errors with 10 of them for birthdates on the 
30th. This may indicate a non-random problem in the nonresponse if the 30th was an intended date and survey attempts stopped 
too soon for persons bora on the 30th) for 10% of the total.
Table 37
Participated in Training in July and August 1991
Exogenous and Outcome Variable Means by Day of Birth in Month
Tests for Randomness by County
Variable 
Age (Years) 
Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pet.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 























































































99 108 77 82 47 61
* Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 95 percent confidence level.
In Borsod county, the retraining participants were selected if born on even numbered days (4 errors) for 50% of the total. In Hajdu 
county, the retraining participants were selected if born on odd numbered days (4 errors) for 50% of the total. And in Somogy 
county, retraining participants were selected if bora on even numbered days (3 errors) for 50% of the total.
Table 38
Participated in Public Service Employment in September 1991
Exogenous and Outcome Variable Means by Day of Birth in Month
Tests for Randomness by County
Variable 
Age (Years) 
Gender (Percent Male) 
Education (Years) 
Specialization (Manual, Pet.) 
Specialization (Technical, Pet.) 
White Collar Worker (Percent) 
Received UI Since 6/91 (Percent) 
Never Worked Before 6/91 (Percent) 
Special Problems Finding Job (Pr t.) 
Unskilled Worker (Percent)
Now Has Normal Job (No Subsidy, Pet.) 

























































































85 111 80 62 51 63
* Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 90 percent confidence level.
** Mean for the 2nd half significantly different from the mean for the 1st half in the county at the 95 percent confidence level.
NOTE: In Borsod county, PSE participants were selected if born on the days 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28 (4 errors) for 23% of the 
total. In Hajdu county, the PSE participants were selected if born on even numbered days through 24 (5 errors) for 40% of the 
total. In Somogy county, all PSE participants were selected 100%.
APPENDIX E: THE FIGURES
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